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“Without such common belief no society can prosper; say, rather, no society can exist; for without ideas held in common there is no common action, and without common action there may still be men, but there is no social body. In order that society should exist and, a fortiori, that a society should prosper, it is necessary that the minds of all the citizens should be rallied and held together by certain predominant ideas; and this cannot be the case unless each of them sometimes draws his opinions from the common source and consents to accept certain matters of belief already formed.”​[1]​

The author of the above quote from the book Democracy in America is often regarded to be the first to refer to the United States as exceptional, and the start of a long history of writings on American exceptionalism in various fields. But as Seymour Martin Lipset who supports this idea stresses: it is important to realize that in this context the term “exceptional” means nothing more then “qualitatively different from all other countries”.​[2]​ Tocqueville, who, as it turned out later, was constantly comparing the United States to his home country of France to determine its different or exceptional character was not meaning “better” or “worse”, but merely “different”​[3]​
 	This might seem like an obvious observation, but, as later in this paper will be discussed in detail, the debate that Tocqueville started in the 1830s soon turned into one that addressed a completely different set of meanings of the term “exceptional”. And these new meanings were not only highly susceptible to change, as Donald E. Pease notes in his latest work, but also open to different interpretations:  

 American exceptionalism has been taken to mean that America is “distinctive” (meaning merely different), or “unique” (meaning anomalous), or “exemplary” (meaning a model for other nations to follow), or that it is “exempt” from the laws of historical progress (meaning that it is an “exception” to the laws and rules of governing the development of other nations).​[4]​

Following Seymour Martin Lipset's historiography of the subject, these “other” meanings of exceptionalism were often based on the country's founding history. The fact that the United States as a country was born from a revolutionary event caused it, as Lipset concludes, to define its raison d'être ideologically. Lipset quotes Ralph Waldo Emerson and Abraham Lincoln to emphasize this “political religion”, that forms the bases of the qualitative difference from other modern nations that were defined historically (aside maybe, from the former Soviet Union).​[5]​ But also other authors came to such a conclusion. Samuel Huntington for instance, in his latest book Who Are We? The Challenges to America's National Identity, explicitly expressed his concern of the threat of certain groups within society, among them Mexicans, that do not share, what he calls “America's core culture”. With the term “core culture” he refers to a set of specific American values that according to Huntington include “the Christian religion, Protestant values and moralism, a work ethic, the English language, British traditions of law, justice and the limits of government power, and a legacy of European art, literature, philosophy, and music,” as well as “the American Creed with its principles of liberty, equality, individualism, representative government, and private property.”​[6]​
	By stating that there is such a thing as an American “core culture” that American citizens can either be a part of or not, Huntington confirms the ideological rather than historical basis of the nations identity that sets it apart. This idea of “being” instead of “having” an ideology provides a useful starting point in the analysis of this debate. 
	However, this “ideological act” of being American, as Pease notes, over time “has undergone decisive shifts in its self-representation”, but as a classificatory system remained the same in the sense that American exceptionalism either refers to the absent (for instance feudal hierarchies or trade unionism) or the present (for instance a predominant middle class or a shared constitutional faith) in order to define what sets the United States apart from other countries.​[7]​ 

“The United States remains more religious, more patriotic, more populist and anti-elitist (the number of elective positions increased between 1987 and 1992 by over ten thousand, while direct involvement of the electorate in the candidate nomination process continues to grow), more committed to higher education for the majority, hence to meritocracy, more socially egalitarian, more prone to divorce, less law-abiding, wealthier in real income (purchasing power) terms, markedly more job-creating, and significantly less disposed to save, than other developed countries. To reiterate, the United States is a “welfare laggard.” It remains the least statist Western nation in terms of public effort, benefits, and employment.”​[8]​

This constant comparison with other countries to establish a sense of “American” (exceptional) identity that many academics like Lipset depend on is important, because it emphasizes the fact that many of the aforementioned concepts do not have any meaning in itself, but completely rely on the “other” to make them meaningful. This idea of “otherness” will be discussed in detail further on in this paper, but was summarized by french postmodern philosopher Jacques Derrida in the following manner:

“The mortal other 'in me outside me' instructs or institutes my 'self' and my relation to 'myself'”​[9]​

The implicit references to the “other” in the very principles of Americanism that authors like Lipset and Huntington tried to define in their (comparative) analysis of American society have dominated the ideological ideas through which Americans perceive themselves, and give meaning to their own society. This second meaning of “exceptionalism”, as will be shown in this paper, includes “a set of dogmas about the nature of a good society”, and has lead to numerous widely accepted assumptions about the superiority of America's qualitatively different system. Pease summarizes the assumptions that are more or less agreed on in four sentences:

1. America is a moral exception (the “City on the Hill”). 
2. America is a nation with a “Manifest Destiny”. 
3. America is the “Nation of Nations”.
4. America is an “Invincible Nation”. 

These four more or less agreed on assumptions have two important things in common. First of all the aforementioned reference to an “other”, about which Pease says that: “These conceptual metaphors do not supply definitions of America, but they do give directions for finding the meanings that are intended to corroborate the belief in American exceptionality.”​[10]​
	The second similarity is the fact that even though all four could be placed in a more or less chronological order (“from the City on the Hill in the sixteenth century to the Conqueror of the World's Markets in the twentieth century”​[11]​) at the same time they operate simultaneously, in which one can be elevated “into the position of the metaconcept empowered to represent the entire cluster.”​[12]​ A couple of examples of the re-usage of these assumptions mentioned in Pease's study of the subject are Ronald Reagan's association of his demand to Gorbachev to “tear down this wall!” with the ideals of America as a “City on the Hill”, and Harry Truman's introduction of America as the “Leader of the Free World”.​[13]​
 	
The fact that none of these four assumptions have any direct grounding in what Lipset calls “the basic principles of Americanism” or the qualitative differences with other countries in general, according to Pease “leads to the conclusion that American exceptionalism operates less like a collection of discrete, potentially falsifiable descriptions of American society than as a fantasy through which U.S. citizens bring these contradictory political and cultural descriptions into correlation with one another through the desires that make them meaningful.”​[14]​
	A similar notion of this “double function” of the way American exceptionalism operates, as a set of principles grounded in fact as well as, in the words of Rose “a ghostly, fantasmatical power no reason could fully account for to enact its authority” is mentioned by Lipset when he summarizes the debate by saying: 

Sacvan Bercovitch, Richard Hofstadter, Samuel Huntington, and Gunnar Myrdal, among many, have stressed the United States is distinguished by an emphasis on adversarial relations among groups, and by intense, morally based conflicts about public policy, precisely because its people quarrel sharply about how to apply the basic principles of Americanism they purport to agree about.​[15]​
 	
These “basic principles of Americanism” that Lipset mentions above (the nations ideology or “American Creed”) when looked at in comparison with other countries “can be described in five words: liberty, egalitarianism, individualism, populism and laissez-faire.”​[16]​ It is however important to realize that, when it comes to the second dimension of American exceptionalism, it is (as Pease concluded) not the different “basic principles of organization and founding political institutions”, but their interpretation that matters. The fact that social and political issues in the United States are perceived as moral conflicts, rather than mere conflicts of material interests.​[17]​ 
 	This idea of being a moral country oppose to all others who are not, automatically implies a sense of exceptionality in the second meaning of the term, namely superiority. It is this second dimension of American exceptionalism, the dimension that Pease calls “state fantasy”, and Lipset refers to as “a set of dogmas about the nature of good society”,  that has defined the United States as an exceptional country, and the reason that it can often be found to be the most extreme/least compromising in its policies precisely because of this necessity to motivate every action by unifying it with the state's ideology. Or as Richard Hofstadter said: “It has been our fate as a nation not to have ideologies, but to be one”​[18]​
State Fantasy
So how is it possible for the United States government to define the constantly changing and complex foreign and domestic policies that are inherent to a modern state to their citizens as a continuation of the ideology on which the nation was founded? 
 	Pease, who focuses mainly on the inconsistencies of post-Cold War foreign policy of different administrations, and the remarkable longevity of certain social injustices in American society during the Cold War, answers this question by introducing the concept of “State Fantasy”. Building on the work of the British academic Jacqueline Rose, Pease proposes that “the [modern] state depended upon its subjects' affective investments in fantasy for its legitimation.”​[19]​ Therefore the question posed by Rose “When and why do men obey? [and] Upon what inner justifications and upon what external means does this domination [of the state] rest?”​[20]​ is answered by Pease in the following manner:

“The state cannot get into rationally purposive action that the individual can logically explain-it can only do so in terms of the inner meaning it holds for citizens or the subjective beliefs they attach to it. . . . If citizens are subjected to the state through their belief in the state's authority, it is state fantasy that supplies this belief.”​[21]​ 

According to Pease, state fantasies supply the relationship with the national order that citizens want to have. Fully functioning this means the state fantasy makes citizens want the national order they already have. In this function, state fantasies produce the acceptance of the the citizens of whatever it is that the state imposes on the citizen as if the policy were the direct execution of his or her own individual wishes. Pease describes state fantasy therefore as “unacknowledged legislators”, which essentially replace an “explicit contractual negotiation between the state and the people”.​[22]​
	The idea of the existence of “unacknowledged legislators” as a necessity for effective statehood is of course not new, and already existed in the early works of 18th century french philosopher Jean-Jacques Rousseau, who in his book The Social Contract describes a somewhat similar concept that he defines as “civil religion”. In his book, Rousseau separates religion in relation to society into two different categories. First the “religion of man”, which he simple describes as “true theism”, which is “confined to the purely internal cult of the supreme God and the eternal obligations of morality.”​[23]​ The second category is the so called “civil religion”, a moral and spiritual foundation of the state that Rousseau considers essential to any modern society in order to function properly. This second type of religion is built on countless rites, rituals and traditions varying from the invocation of god in public speeches, the creation of national myths, the veneration of war-veterans to the use of religious symbols on public buildings and the quotation of religious texts on public occasions by political leaders. About this type of religion Rousseau says:

“The second [kind of religion] is good in that it unites the divine cult with love of the laws, and, making country the object of citizens' adoration, teaches them that service done to the State is service done to its tutelary god. It is a form of theocracy, in which there can be no pontiff save the prince, and no priests save the magistrates. To die for one's country then becomes martyrdom; violation of its laws, impiety; and to subject one who is guilty to public execration is to condemn him to the anger of the gods: Sacer estod.”​[24]​ 

Rousseau's concept of civil religion as a means of making servicing the nation equal servicing “good” is of course not very different from Pease's state fantasy-concept, but nonetheless sparked one of the most controversial debates in United States sociology when it was introduced for the first time by American sociologist Robert Bellah in 1967. In his article Civil Religion in America, Bellah starts his explanation of his concept of “American civil religion” by briefly looking at the religious references that can be found in the inaugural address of president John F. Kennedy in order to determine “how civil religion relates to the political society on the one hand, and to private religious organization on the other.”​[25]​  About the function of the three direct references to God in the text of the speech (which will be discussed in detail further on in this paper), Bellah concludes the following:

“The separation of church and state has not denied the political realm a religious dimension. Although matters of personal religious belief, worship, and association are considered to be strictly private affairs, there are, at the same time, certain common elements of religious orientation that the great majority of Americans share. These have played a crucial role in the development of American institutions and still provide a religious dimension for the whole fabric of American life, including the political sphere. This public religious dimension is expressed in a set of beliefs, symbols, and rituals that I am calling American civil religion.”​[26]​ 

What Bellah calls “American civil religion” in this context serves the same purpose of being an “unacknowledged legislator” as Rousseau's idea of civil religion as a means of “making the country the object of the citizens' adoration”, or Pease's state fantasy that generates the citizens “affective investment” that the state depends on for it's effectiveness. 
Interestingly enough, these different concepts all have three important things in common. First of all, the idea that there exists something like what Lipset defined as “a set of dogmas about the nature of a good society”.​[27]​ In the context of the United States these are closely connected to the founding principles of the nation. The second common factor is the fact that for their legitimation these concepts depend more on some type of subjective belief, affective investment or fantasy than what Pease calls “a collection of discrete, potentially falsifiable descriptions of American society”.​[28]​  	The third, and probably the most obvious but also the most important common factor is that they all intend to serve as a legitimation of the idea that the nations system and society is ideologically superior. In the context of the United States this means that it provides an ideological framework through which the citizens perceive and legitimate the own society and government, and bring the inevitably contradictory policies and legislation into correlation with one another.
	And as Pease has shown in his study, this third function of legitimation becomes particularly effective when it is based on empirical validation in every day life. Pease focuses mainly on traumatic events like the Oklahoma City Bombing and the 911 attacks on the World Trade Center and the Pentagon to emphasize how the state exploits such events to reconfigure the existing order, by transforming these sites of trauma in the proof of the validity of the reconfigured state fantasy. According to Pease, “a state fantasy successfully takes hold when it transposes these sites of trauma into inaugural spaces within a newly configured order.” Such a reconfiguration becomes necessary “when a state fantasy's structures of disavowal are either suspended, or in the case of the cold war, discontinued”.​[29]​ A good example of such a reconfiguration after an event that could not be incorporated within the normal order of things is the institutionalization of president George W. Bush's state fantasy that Pease calls “the State of Exception”, of which he says the following:

“Bush disassociated the State of Exception from the normalizing powers of the discourse of American exceptionalism because he wanted to render the state exempt from answering to its norms. In declaring the United States The Exception to the rules and treaties governing other nations, the Bush administration redefined sovereignty as predicated less upon national control over territorial borders than upon the state's exercising control over global networks. The United States did not want territory. It wanted to exercise authoritative control over the global commons-the sea and the air-in the interest of guaranteeing the free movement of capital, commodities, and peoples. It was the putative threats that terrorism and rogue states posed to global interconnectivities that supplied the United States with the planetary enemy that it required to justify its positioning itself as The Exception to the rules that it enforced across the planet.”​[30]​
As described above, Pease strongly believes in abrupt but deliberate reconfigurations of the state fantasy for the purpose of justifying the governments actions as ideologically consistent. However, when looking at the broader idea of American Exceptionalism as the continuing fantasy legitimating state legislation and actions as a continuation of the execution of American ideals, there are broader trends of ongoing redefinition to be found. Because even though the actions of the Bush administration can definitely be regarded as an effective disassociation of the state from the very norms it defended - as will be discussed in detail further on in this paper - these policies were still firmly grounded in a fantasy that was based on the very principles on which the nation was founded. This paper is an attempt to explain contemporary America by looking at how the interpretation of this ideological basis of the nation changed over time, and how state fantasies were used to legitimate these changes that often accommodated the policies that made America's national history a truly exceptional one. By doing so I aim to answer the following research question:

“What are the core values of the state fantasy of the United States, and how were they developed, used and re-appropriated by the executive government since the beginning of the twentieth century until the inauguration of president Barack Obama in 2009?”

Methodology
By focusing on the development of specific themes that are central to the broader debate on American exceptionalism I hope to achieve a broader insight in how (foreign) policy can develop, change and while still being perceived and even legitimated as a compromise-less execution of the state's ideology. By analyzing inaugural speeches of the different presidents of the United States from the beginning of the twentieth century until the inauguration of president Barack Obama, I will analyze the mythology that is used to create sense of common purpose and ideology that is necessary to effectively install a useful state fantasy. 
	There are several reasons why inaugural addresses provide a useful insight in the emphasis of the nation's common ideological framework as a means of legitimation. First of all the fact that the inaugural speeches by new presidents are traditionally moments that the new president defines and justifies to the citizens the ideological course that the new government will sail. Due to the broad aim of  these speeches – essentially the president's answer to the question of America's place, role and responsibility in the world as a nation in the future to come – these speeches seldom address specific issues in detail, but as will be shown in this paper, more often use certain issues of the time in combination historical references and metaphors to outline or redefine a certain ideological framework, through which these issues should be perceived. 
The second reason is that these speeches are directed at the citizens themselves, and therefore try to connect the state's ideology to the personal desires of the citizen. They often address what role and responsibility the individual citizen has in order for the state to succeed to become the ideal of a society on which it was founded. Or in other words: What America needs to do to remain American. When Robert Bellah discussed the inaugural speech of president Kennedy in order to define his concept of American civil religion he came to the following conclusion:

“The whole address can be understood as only the most recent statement of a theme that lies very deep in the American tradition, namely the obligation, both collective and individual, to carry out God's will on earth. This was the motivating spirit of those who founded America, and it has been present in every generation since. Just below the surface throughout Kennedy's inaugural address, it becomes explicit in the closing statement that God's work must be our own. That this very activist and noncontemplative conception of the fundamental religious obligation, which has been historically associated with the Protestant position, should be enunciated so clearly in the first major statement of the first Catholic president seems to underline how deeply established it is in the American outlook.”​[31]​

Therefore analyzing all these speeches as a whole, within their respective historical context, on a textual level and by rigorously deconstructing of the applied metaphors, historical references and mythology will definitely provide a useful insight in the curious dynamic between executive government, state ideology, U.S. (foreign) policy and the citizens of the United States or what Bellah calls “the American outlook”. 
 	Finally, these analyzing these speeches in no way provide a complete or even remotely comprehensive overview of the historical background of the common idea of American exceptionalism. Obviously this is not the aim of this paper. Instead, these speeches should be seen  merely as an indicator of a trend in common thought about American exceptionalism. Nonetheless due to the aforementioned broad aim and ritual function of the speeches it would be wrong to dismiss the curious continuities, religious and historical references as what Bellah calls: “merely one of the unwritten qualifications for the office, a bit more traditional than but not essentially different from the present-day requirement of a pleasing television personality.”​[32]​ Instead:

“We know enough about the function of ceremonial and ritual in various societies to make us suspicious of dismissing something as unimportant because it is "only a ritual." What people say on solemn occasions need not be taken at face value, but it is often indicative of deep-seated values and commitments that are not made explicit in the course of everyday life.”​[33]​
In the first chapter of the paper, the focus will be on the content of the speeches. By looking at seven different themes, namely the aforementioned five principle bases of Americanism mentioned by Lipset, and two important themes from the greater body of writings on American exceptionalism in general, I aim to show how the meaning of these principles were interpreted and re-appropriated to serve the different circumstances and political agenda´s since the beginning of the twentieth century. The seven themes are based on the extensive work of premier sociologist Seymour M. Lipset on this subject, who in his decennia-long quantitative research of American society, which he in his turn bases on the work of countless others, provided a useful and recognizable list of the five organizing principles of American society. This list is the basis of five of the seven themes which function will be analyzed in the context of the speeches. These are:
	1.  Liberty: Which should be understood as the general “umbrella” that derives its meaning from the interpretation of the following themes.
	2. Egalitarianism, which should be interpreted as an emphasis on equal opportunity rather than outcome, and of which Lipset concludes that: “The emphasis on egalitarian social relations, the absence of a demand that those lower in the social order give overt deference to their betters, and the stress on meritocracy, on equal opportunity for all to rise economically and socially, stemmed, as we have seen, from the twin facts that America was formed as a new settler society and emphasized equality in formulating its national identity.”​[34]​ 
	3. Individualism, of which Lipset says that: “Unlike the situation in many European countries, in which economic materialism was viewed by the traditional aristocracy and the church as conducive to vulgar behavior and immorality, in the United States hard work and economic ambition were perceived as the proper activity of a moral person.”​[35]​ 
	4. Populism. In his analyses of the ongoing tendency to increase the amount of elections for government posts, Lipset concludes that: “Such reforms reflect a commitment to populism, to the belief that the public, rather than professional politicians, should control as much of the policy formation process as possible.”​[36]​
	5. Laissez-Faire, which as an important principle Lipset regards as the reason of some of the remarkable statistics regarding levels of crime. Lipset concludes that: “In a country that stresses success above all, people are led to feel that the most important thing is to win the game, regardless of the methods employed in doing so. American culture applies the norms of a completely competitive society to everyone. Winners take all.”​[37]​
Aside from these five organizing principles of Americanism, in order to achieve a complete understanding of the fantasy dimension of American exceptionalism two themes that are prominent in the debate cannot be ignored, namely:
	6. Patriotism and optimism, of which numerous opinion polls have shown that “Americans continue to be proud of their nation, to exhibit a greater sense of patriotism and of belief that their system is superior to all others”​[38]​, and most importantly: 
	7. Moralism and Utopianism. In this theme the relation between the state and religion, as well as the concepts of civil religion and the fact that America is a nation founded on an ideology as the basis for exceptionalism will be discussed. About the idea of the United States as a moral exception, Lipset concludes the following: “Americans are utopian moralists who press hard to institutionalize virtue, to destroy evil people, and eliminate wicked institutions and practices. A majority even tell pollsters that God is the moral guiding force of American democracy. The tend to view social and political drama's as morality plays, as battles between God and the Devil, so that compromise is virtually unthinkable.”​[39]​ 
	This final theme leads into the second part of the paper, that will focus on the historical references that can be found in these speeches, because in most cases these historical references are given meaning to by putting them in the ideological framework as an attempt to unify this framework with the citizens' perception of what it means to be American, and what the role of the nation as well as the individual should be in the world to live up to this ideology. 
 	Aside from that, there are two main reasons why these historical references are important. First of all the aforementioned fact that the interpretation of these historical events are often a good indication of the ideological framework through which these events are, according to the president, suppose to be perceived, as well as a means of generating a sense of continuity that will be discussed in detail further on in this paper. 
 	The second important reason to take these references into account as a separate category on which state fantasies are built is based on Pease's idea that state fantasies have the potential power to uphold structures of disavowal that can effectively justify the denial of adequate juridical recognition of certain groups in society that, according to the fantasy do not participate in the ideological act of “being American”. Jim Crow, the Indian Removal Act, Operation Wetback, and the Japanese internment camps are just a few of the examples that Pease mentions of policies that were legitimated by the state fantasy of exceptionalism.​[40]​ About the fact that they are now part of the American historical narrative as “national wrongs”, Pease concludes that: “examing the past became for scholars who were steeped in exceptionalist convictions a romance quest whereby they would understand the meaning of their “American” identity through their uncovering of the special significance of the nation's institutions. In the early years of the cold war, the proponents of the Myth and Symbol school of American studies constructed an image of the United States out of exceptionalist assumptions.”​[41]​
 	Looking at which historical events are chosen, and how they are interpreted in the historical context and in the context of the speech therefore supplies a useful insight in the ideological ideas about the United States through which the nations history was suppose to be looked at on that particular moment, and more importantly, what the role of these historical references is in the “dissociative reasoning through which historians have recounted the exceptionalist narrative.” 



















As mentioned in the introduction, in this chapter the references to, importance and role of the seven different themes discussed in the introduction will be analyzed. Namely: liberty, egalitarianism, individualism, populism, laissez faire, patriotism and optimism and finally the slightly more complex idea of moralism and utopianism which includes the idea of civil religion. 
	It is important to realize that these themes will be analyzed in the way Lipset defined them, namely as organizing principles (in the case of the first five themes), as well as more general ideological concepts that Lipset calls “a set of dogma's about the nature of good society”.​[42]​ For instance in the case of the theme of egalitarianism this would mean that it includes references to Lipset's interpretation of a heavy emphasis on equal opportunity rather than equal outcome in social relations, as well as references to equality in general as an ideological principle for a “just state”. In the second case the emphasis will be of course more on the specific interpretation of the president, how it connects to other themes like for instance freedom, and how it is connected to the actual historical context. 
 	A second important note is the fact that not all themes have an equally prominent place in every speech. The purpose of including more vague and implicit references from the speeches of which certain themes were otherwise absent was to show this fluctuation as part of Pease's idea about a cluster of ideas that operate simultaneously, in which one of the themes is elevated “into the position of the metaconcept empowered to represent the entire cluster.”​[43]​
 	Finally, the historical context in which these words were spoken is of course an important factor to realize. The concept of freedom of course gets a completely different meaning in the midst of a horrible war than it does in times of peace, to name just one obvious example. But also the direct references to the present-day topics of the time in relation to these themes should be taken into account in order to achieve a complete understanding of the new administration's interpretation of the principles of Americanism as proposed in the speech. 





The theme of liberty is the vaguest and at the same time most recognizably “American” of Lipsets' five organizing principles and therefore a useful starting point. Vague, because its meaning completely depends on the interpretation of its user, and recognizable because it's most often found in the position of the “metaconcept” that is used to describe the entire cluster of organizing principles of Americanism. As shown below, in many cases the idea of liberty has an umbrella function in relation to the other themes, in the sense that it is either described by, or used to describe the meaning and place of the other themes. 
 	A good example of this is the relation between the theme of liberty and that of equality, which are used to either defend or reject government interference in economy to provide a certain standard of living, depending on the user's interpretation of what it means to be free, and whether or not a certain minimum standard of living is part of this idea of freedom. Of course these interpretations are for a great deal depending on the historical context, in this case economical circumstances of the time, but can also be found when looking at for instance the changing of the political meaning of freedom in relation to minority groups, or the definition of the belief that the United States has a moral obligation to spread and defend freedom in the rest of the world. This can vary from being merely an example to extensive foreign policies based on this belief. 
 	The examples in the chronologically ordered table below give a pretty good idea of the different interpretations and definitions of liberty as the ideological basis of the political agenda's  of the different presidents of the past century.

Table 1. 
Republican president Theodore Roosevelt begins his speech by emphasizing the success that America as a nation already had, and will have in the future thanks to its superior system of government, but he immediately continues by saying that with this success comes a realization, namely:

..a full acknowledgement of the responsibility which is ours; and a fixed determination to show that under a free government a mighty people can thrive best, alike as regards the things of the body and the things of the soul. - Theodore Roosevelt

William Howard Taft on the other hand only explicitly refers to freedom as an ideal in the context of a balance of power in international politics, while Woodrow Wilson sees freedom as a concept that needs a government like the U.S. as a foundation in order to survive:

We have built up, moreover, a great system of government, which has stood through a long age as in many respects a model for those who seek to set liberty upon foundations that will endure against fortuitous change, against storm and accident. - Woodrow Wilson

Warren G. Harding defines liberty as “liberty within the law”. Interestingly enough, later on in the speech he uses a similar reasoning to defend the rejection of American participation in any supranational organization on the ideological basis that it impels the freedom of the nation.  

Liberty—liberty within the law—and civilization are inseparable, and though both were threatened we find them now secure; and there comes to Americans the profound assurance that our representative government is the highest expression and surest guaranty of both. 
(..)
..but every commitment must be made in the exercise of our national sovereignty. Since freedom impelled, and independence inspired, and nationality exalted, a world supergovernment is contrary to everything we cherish and can have no sanction by our Republic. This is not selfishness, it is sanctity. It is not aloofness, it is security. It is not suspicion of others, it is patriotic adherence to the things which made us what we are. - Warren G. Harding

A similar interpretation that functions as the ideological for foreign policies can be found in the speech of Calvin Coolidge, who, when looking at domestic affairs uses a similar interpretation of “freedom” as “freedom within the law”. 

Under the eternal urge of freedom we became an independent Nation. A little less than 50 years later that freedom and independence were reasserted in the face of all the world, and guarded, supported, and secured by the Monroe doctrine.
(..)
Those who disregard the rules of society are not exhibiting a superior intelligence, are not promoting freedom and independence, are not following the path of civilization, but are displaying the traits of ignorance, of servitude, of savagery, and treading the way that leads back to the jungle. - Calvin Coolidge
 
In president Herbert Hoover's speech on the other hand, the only prominent place in the speech where the concept of liberty is discussed is in a socio-economic context, in which he connects the concept of freedom to a certain undefined standard of living.

Through liberation from widespread poverty we have reached a higher degree of individual freedom than ever before. 
(..)
Rigid and expeditious justice is the first safeguard of freedom, the basis of all ordered liberty, the vital force of progress. - Herbert Hoover  

Franklin D. Roosevelt assumed office in the midst of an economic recession, and in his speech proposes a whole set of “pragmatic approaches” to the problem of the day in order to achieve national recovery. He unifies these propositions of government action/interference to “put our national house in order” by collectively referring to  them as “manifestations of the American spirit” in the following manner:

The basic thought that guides these specific means of national recovery is not narrowly nationalistic. It is the insistence, as a first consideration, upon the interdependence of the various elements in all parts of the United States—a recognition of the old and permanently important manifestation of the American spirit of the pioneer. It is the way to recovery. It is the immediate way. - Franklin D. Roosevelt

In president Harry S. Truman's speech the theme of Liberty has a completely different function, namely as a prerequisite for the only way international peace can be achieved. When addressing the issues of international politics of the time, Truman uses the concept of Liberty to juxtaposition the countries ideology with the opposing philosophy of the Soviet Union. 

Above all else, our people desire, and are determined to work for, peace on earth—a just and lasting peace—based on genuine agreement freely arrived at by equals.
(..)
In the pursuit of these aims, the United States and other like-minded nations find themselves directly opposed by a regime with contrary aims and a totally different concept of life. That regime adheres to a false philosophy which purports to offer freedom, security, and greater opportunity to mankind. Misled by this philosophy, many peoples have sacrificed their liberties only to learn to their sorrow that deceit and mockery, poverty and tyranny, are their reward. That false philosophy is communism.

Dwight D. Eisenhower also approaches the concept in a more ideological manner, and directly connects it to the theme of equality. Later on in the speech he discusses the theme in the context of international politics in which he emphasizes the interdependencies between countries that share this philosophy and corresponding economic model by saying: 

And it warns that any man who seeks to deny equality among all his brothers betrays the spirit of the free and invites the mockery of the tyrant. 
(..)
We know, beyond this, that we are linked to all free peoples not merely by a noble idea but by a simple need. No free people can for long cling to any privilege or enjoy any safety in economic solitude. For all our own material might, even we need markets in the world for the surpluses of our farms and our factories. Equally, we need for these same farms and factories vital materials and products of distant lands. This basic law of interdependence, so manifest in the commerce of peace, applies with thousand-fold intensity in the event of war. - Dwight D. Eisenhower

In John F. Kennedy's speech on the other hand, the theme of freedom has a less prominent place, and is only mentioned as the undefined but ideological concept that seems to refer to the sole reason of the existence of the complete country of the United States including its economical model. 

Let every nation know, whether it wishes us well or ill, that we shall pay any price, bear any burden, meet any hardship, support any friend, oppose any foe, in order to assure the survival and the success of liberty. - John F. Kennedy

President Lyndon Johnson defines the concept of liberty, by implicitly connecting it to several social, economic and political issues of the time like racism, as well a more active stance in international affairs concluding his speech by unifying the idea of liberty with that of union among citizens as a necessity for the continuation of its existence.

Justice requires us to remember that when any citizen denies his fellow, saying, "His color is not mine," or "His beliefs are strange and different," in that moment he betrays America, though his forebears created this Nation. 
(..)
We can never again stand aside, prideful in isolation. Terrific dangers and troubles that we once called "foreign" now constantly live among us. If American lives must end, and American treasure be spilled, in countries we barely know, that is the price that change has demanded of conviction and of our enduring covenant. 
(..)
The third article was union. To those who were small and few against the wilderness, the success of liberty demanded the strength of union. Two centuries of change have made this true again. - Lyndon B. Johnson

Nixon mentions (but doesn't explain) a similar relation in the very first lines of his speech. 

I ask you to share with me today the majesty of this moment. In the orderly transfer of power, we celebrate the unity that keeps us free. 
(..)
The essence of freedom is that each of us shares in the shaping of his own destiny. - Richard Nixon

Jimmy Carter however recognizes a completely different meaning of the ideological concept of freedom in his speech, and relates it directly to spirituality and moral duties in his summary of the countries founding principles. This idea of morality is also reflected in his brief discussion of America's foreign policy that should be based on the idea of leading by example.

Ours was the first society openly to define itself in terms of both spirituality and of human liberty. It is that unique self-definition which has given us an exceptional appeal, but it also imposes on us a special obligation, to take on those moral duties which, when assumed, seem invariably to be in our own best interests. 
(..)
Our Nation can be strong abroad only if it is strong at home. And we know that the best way to enhance freedom in other lands is to demonstrate here that our democratic system is worthy of emulation. - Jimmy Carter

Ronald Reagan does only mention the theme of freedom in an economical context in his speech, in which he strongly connects it with the theme of (economic) individualism, as the basis for America's success as a country. 

If we look to the answer as to why, for so many years, we achieved so much, prospered as no other people on Earth, it was because here, in this land, we unleashed the energy and individual genius of man to a greater extent than has ever been done before. Freedom and the dignity of the individual have been more available and assured here than in any other place on Earth. The price for this freedom at times has been high, but we have never been unwilling to pay that price. - Ronald Reagan

George Bush also emphasizes the different, more individually oriented interpretation of the concept of freedom, but only does so explicitly in his brief observations of the success of America as a nation, connecting the definitions of the concept of economic laissez-faire, individualism, moralism with that of freedom.

Great nations of the world are moving toward democracy through the door to freedom. Men and women of the world move toward free markets through the door to prosperity. The people of the world agitate for free expression and free thought through the door to the moral and intellectual satisfactions that only liberty allows. - George. H.W. Bush

Bill Clinton in his speech describes a completely different approach, interpreting the American ideals of life, liberty and the pursuit of happiness directly in relation to the ideal of change as a necessary means to protect these founding ideals of which room for changing them according to new circumstances was an equal part of.

A spring reborn in the world's oldest democracy, that brings forth the vision and courage to reinvent America. When our founders boldly declared America's independence to the world and our purposes to the Almighty, they knew that America, to endure, would have to change. Not change for change's sake, but change to preserve America's ideals—life, liberty, the pursuit of happiness. Though we march to the music of our time, our mission is timeless. - Bill Clinton

George W. Bush on the other hand directly relates the same American ideals Clinton mentioned to a higher, more spiritual truth about the morally right way in which a country should be structured, but doesn't explictely mention the theme of liberty again after that:

Our democratic faith is more than the creed of our country, it is the inborn hope of our humanity, an ideal we carry but do not own, a trust we bear and pass along. And even after nearly 225 years, we have a long way yet to travel. - George W. Bush

Barack Obama in his speech refers to a somewhat similar connection between American ideals and the need for change as Clinton did, but like Bush directly relates American ideals the idea of a “universal truth” that America as a country is structured by a concept of a moral justice. 





As mentioned in the introduction, Seymour Martin Lipset defines egalitarianism as organizing principle of American society in a strictly economical way. Lipset's interpretation was based on two main thoughts, namely the absence of any class-structured social relations and the stress on meritocracy of which he says: “The emphasis on egalitarian social relations, the absence of a demand that those lower in the social order give overt deference to their betters, and the stress on meritocracy, on equal opportunity for all to rise economically and socially, stemmed, as we have seen, from the twin facts that America was formed as a new settler society and emphasized equality in formulating its national identity.”​[44]​ 
 	
In the speeches analysed in this chapter the theme of egalitarianism is interpreted and defined in numerous manners. First of all in terms of the context. Just a few of the examples that can be found in the table below are egalitarianism in the context of individual economic opportunity, union, civil responsibilities, racism and equality between nations. But also when looking at how the broad ideal of “all citizens are equal” in relation to the definition of the role of the government in society and the economical principles of laissez-faire there are huge differences between the descriptions in the different speeches.
	It is also important to note that the differences between the prominence of the theme of egalitarianism are relatively high. As shown in the table below, in some of the speeches the idea of equal opportunity is only implicitly addressed, or used merely to define another concept, but in other cases it functions as the ideological basis or meta-concept to which all policies are structured. 
The examples in the chronologically ordered table below give a pretty good idea of the different interpretations and definitions of the organizing principle of egalitarianism as mentioned in the speeches of the different presidents of the past century.

Table 2
In Theodore Roosevelt's speech, the theme of equality is only mentioned briefly and in a somewhat abstract manner applied to international politics. According to Roosevelt, America's foreign policy should be guided by the belief that the rights of all nations are equal regardless of their power.

Toward all other nations, large and small, our attitude must be one of cordial and sincere friendship. We must show not only in our words, but in our deeds, that we are earnestly desirous of securing their good will by acting toward them in a spirit of just and generous recognition of all their rights. - Theodore Roosevelt

William Howard Taft, who's speech is almost six times the size of Theodore Roosevelt's addresses the theme in more detail. In relation to international immigration he recognizes the existence of race differences cause that “some cannot be amalgamated with our population”, but emphasizes his hope that the immigration regulations specific for these groups will not affect the general idea of equality among nations. About race relations between whites and blacks within the United States he does apply the idea of race-equality, but proposes a qualification standard when it comes to voting rights “that is necessary for a proper electorate”, but that obviously effects one racial group in America more than others.

We should make every effort to prevent humiliating and degrading prohibition against any of our citizens wishing temporarily to sojourn in foreign countries because of race or religion. The admission of Asiatic immigrants who cannot be amalgamated with our population has been made the subject either of prohibitory clauses in our treaties and statutes or of strict administrative regulation secured by diplomatic negotiation. I sincerely hope that we may continue to minimize the evils likely to arise from such immigration without unnecessary friction and by mutual concessions between self-respecting governments. Meantime we must take every precaution to prevent, or failing that, to punish outbursts of race feeling among our people against foreigners of whatever nationality who have by our grant a treaty right to pursue lawful business here and to be protected against lawless assault or injury. 
(..)
Hence it is clear to all that the domination of an ignorant, irresponsible element can be prevented by constitutional laws which shall exclude from voting both negroes and whites not having education or other qualifications thought to be necessary for a proper electorate. - William Howard Taft

Woodrow Wilson discusses the theme of egalitarianism in a more ideological context, but later on in his speech revisits the theme in connection to the consequences of industrialization which he identifies as a direct threat to the ideal of equal opportunity. 

We had not forgotten our morals. We remembered well enough that we had set up a policy which was meant to serve the humblest as well as the most powerful, with an eye single to the standards of justice and fair play, and remembered it with pride. 
(..)
There can be no equality or opportunity, the first essential of justice in the body politic, if men and women and children be not shielded in their lives, their very vitality, from the consequences of great industrial and social processes which they can not alter, control, or singly cope with. - Woodrow Wilson

Warren G. Harding also approaches the theme in a more ideological manner, but does so in a description of equal dedication and commitment to country of all citizens, including women. He continues this theme of legal equality among all citizens in his utopian description what he calls “industrial peace”, in which the concept of equal opportunity has lead to a situation in which the rewards are “widely and generally distributed”. This implied connection of the concept of equal opportunity to certain minimum standard of living for anyone finally leads in to the last occasion in which he addresses the theme, namely in the context of world economy in which specificity the preservation of this living standard demands an exception to the principle of equal opportunity. 

I can vision the ideal republic, where every man and woman is called under the flag for assignment to duty for whatever service, military or civic, the individual is best fitted; where we may call to universal service every plant, agency, or facility, all in the sublime sacrifice for country, and not one penny of war profit shall inure to the benefit of private individual, corporation, or combination, but all above the normal shall flow into the defense chest of the Nation.
(..)
Our fundamental law recognizes no class, no group, no section; there must be none in legislation or administration. The supreme inspiration is the common weal. Humanity hungers for international peace, and we crave it with all mankind. My most reverent prayer for America is for industrial peace, with its rewards, widely and generally distributed, amid the inspirations of equal opportunity. 
(..)
It has been proved again and again that we cannot, while throwing our markets open to the world, maintain American standards of living and opportunity, and hold our industrial eminence in such unequal competition. There is a luring fallacy in the theory of banished barriers of trade, but preserved American standards require our higher production costs to be reflected in our tariffs on imports. - Warren G. Harding

This idea that the principle of equal opportunity is connected to a certain minimum living standard is rejected by president Calvin Coolidge, who addresses the theme of egalitarianism twice in his speech. In both occasions he interprets the ideal of equality in the way it was described by Lipset, namely as equal opportunity oppose to equal outcome for individual citizens.

I am opposed to extremely high [tax] rates, because they produce little or no revenue, because they are bad for the country, and, finally, because they are wrong. We can not finance the country, we can not improve social conditions, through any system of injustice, even if we attempt to inflict it upon the rich. 
(..)
The wise and correct course to follow in taxation and all other economic legislation is not to destroy those who have already secured success but to create conditions under which every one will have a better chance to be successful. - Calvin Coolidge 

Herbert Hoover on the other hand, interprets the concept of egalitarianism almost as a direct opposite of class-society in a more political interpretation of the idea.

We can not hope to succeed in directing this increasingly complex civilization unless we can draw all the talent of leadership from the whole people. One civilization after another has been wrecked upon the attempt to secure sufficient leadership from a single group or class. - Herbert Hoover

Also president Franklin D. Roosevelt mentions the theme of egalitarianism only briefly, when he discusses the problems that have arisen from a disturbed population balance in the industrial centres of the country. The inequality between the economic relief activities provided for groups in different areas according to Roosevelt is one of the reasons of their failure as a whole.

It can be helped by insistence that the Federal, State, and local governments act forthwith on the demand that their cost be drastically. It can be helped by the unifying of relief activities which today are often scattered, uneconomical, and unequal. - Franklin D. Roosevelt

Harry S. Truman on the other hand, discusses the theme of egalitarianism in a purely ideological way, and directly connects it to the belief that America is a nation that is structured according to moral beliefs derived from religion.

The American people stand firm in the faith which has inspired this Nation from the beginning. We believe that all men have a right to equal justice under law and equal opportunity to share in the common good. We believe that all men have the right to freedom of thought and expression. We believe that all men are created equal because they are created in the image of God. - Harry. S. Truman

A similar religious interpretation of the ideal of equality can be found in Dwight D. Eisenhower's speech, who later on in his speech revisits the theme by connecting it to the theme of individualism.

At such a time in history, we who are free must proclaim anew our faith. This faith is the abiding creed of our fathers. It is our faith in the deathless dignity of man, governed by eternal moral and natural laws. This faith defines our full view of life. It establishes, beyond debate, those gifts of the Creator that are man's inalienable rights, and that make all men equal in His sight.
(..)
In the light of this equality, we know that the virtues most cherished by free people—love of truth, pride of work, devotion to country—all are treasures equally precious in the lives of the most humble and of the most exalted. The men who mine coal and fire furnaces and balance ledgers and turn lathes and pick cotton and heal the sick and plant corn—all serve as proudly, and as profitably, for America as the statesmen who draft treaties and the legislators who enact laws. - Dwight D. Eisenhower

John F. Kennedy on the other hand, only mentions the concept of equality when he discusses America's rejection of colonialism.

To those new States whom we welcome to the ranks of the free, we pledge our word that one form of colonial control shall not have passed away merely to be replaced by a far more iron tyranny. - John F. Kennedy

Lyndon B. Johnson re-interprets the concept in his speech by again relating it to a certain minimum standard of living, and some undefined ideals about the “just” distribution of weal among all citizens by saying:

In a land of great wealth, families must not live in hopeless poverty. In a land rich in harvest, children just must not go hungry. In a land of healing miracles, neighbors must not suffer and die unattended. In a great land of learning and scholars, young people must be taught to read and write. - Lyndon B. Johnson

Jimmy Carter does mention the theme of egalitarianism in his speech, but disconnects the concept from that of personal liberty. Later on in his speech he redefines the ideal of equality in the context of international policies.

We have already found a high degree of personal liberty, and we are now struggling to enhance equality of opportunity.
(..)
To be true to ourselves, we must be true to others. We will not behave in foreign places so as to violate our rules and standards here at home, for we know that the trust which our Nation earns is essential to our strength. - Jimmy Carter

Ronald Reagan doesn't really define the concept of equality as an organizing principle, but does implicitly mention it a couple of times in his speech, mainly in the context of the national economic problems.

With the idealism and fair play which are the core of our system and our strength, we can have a strong and prosperous America at peace with itself and the world. - Ronald Reagan

Also George H.W. Bush interprets the concept of egalitarianism by relating it to an equal connection to one union of people, in which he includes all citizens regardless of their beliefs and socio-economic status.

I mean that on days like this, we remember that we are all part of a continuum, inescapably connected by the ties that bind. 

No matter what your circumstances or where you are, you are part of this day, you are part of the life of our great nation. - George H.W. Bush

For Bill Clinton the idea of equality among all American citizens exists in the on first look somewhat unorthodox idea that the citizen's socio-economic place in society is not completely dependent on his or hers own efforts but also fortune, and that it is this realization that connects all people. Equality exists therefore in a shared interdependence rather than union between the citizens of the United States.

Raised in unrivalled prosperity, we inherit an economy that is still the world's strongest, but is weakened by business failures, stagnant wages, increasing inequality, and deep divisions among our people. - Bill Clinton
(..)
In serving, we recognize a simple but powerful truth—we need each other. And we must care for one another. Today, we do more than celebrate America; we rededicate ourselves to the very idea of America. An idea born in revolution and renewed through 2 centuries of challenge. An idea tempered by the knowledge that, but for fate, we—the fortunate and the unfortunate—might have been each other.  - Bill Clinton

George W. Bush on the other hand returns in his speech again to a more “classic” economical interpretation of the concept of equality.

The grandest of these ideals is an unfolding American promise that everyone belongs, that everyone deserves a chance, that no insignificant person was ever born.
(..)
While many of our citizens prosper, others doubt the promise, even the justice, of our own country. The ambitions of some Americans are limited by failing schools and hidden prejudice and the circumstances of their birth. And sometimes our differences run so deep, it seems we share a continent, but not a country. We do not accept this, and we will not allow it. Our unity, our union, is the serious work of leaders and citizens in every generation. And this is my solemn pledge: I will work to build a single nation of justice and opportunity. - George W. Bush

Barack Obama tries to unify both ideas, by declaring that equal opportunity as the basis for the economic structure of society is still a valid truth for which there is no alternative, but nuances this idea by stating that America's success as a country which he defines as “common good” is dependent on a more nuanced version of what's defined as “economic success”. 





As mentioned in the introduction, Lipset defines the concept of individualism as an organizing principle of American society in the following manner: “Unlike the situation in many European countries, in which economic materialism was viewed by the traditional aristocracy and the church as conducive to vulgar behavior and immorality, in the United States hard work and economic ambition were perceived as the proper activity of a moral person.”​[45]​  
	The theme of individualism as an idealogical idea in the way it is described in the speeches is much broader though, and can be find in numerous examples and in relation to various other ideological concepts. 
 	When looking at the idea of the protection of citizens' individual rights and freedoms for instance, different interpretations can be found. But references to individualism can also be found in the discussion of other issues like for instance property rights, or its relation to what is defined as moral behaviour. 
 	Finally, on several occasions the concept is used in different contexts to for instance define the ideological basis for foreign policies like for instance the rejection of American participation in supranational organizations or permanent military alliances. The examples in the table below give a pretty good idea about the variations in prominence and interpretation of the theme of individualism in the different speeches.

Table 3
President Theodore Roosevelt interprets the concept of individualism in a similar manner as Lipset does, and connects it directly to America's economical success as a nation.

The conditions which have told for our marvelous material well-being, which have developed to a very high degree our energy, self-reliance, and individual initiative, have also brought the care and anxiety inseparable from the accumulation of great wealth in industrial centers.

President William Howard Taft shares this interpretation, and uses the same reasoning as the basis for what he considers the best way to achieve equality for black people in the south of the United States.

The colored men must base their hope on the results of their own industry, self-restraint, thrift, and business success, as well as upon the aid and comfort and sympathy which they may receive from their white neighbors of the South. - William Howard Taft

Also president Woodrow Wilson defines individualism mostly as an economic concept, and like Roosevelt connects it directly to the economic success of the country as a whole.

It [the nation] is incomparably great in its material aspects, in its body of wealth, in the diversity and sweep of its energy, in the industries which have been conceived and built up by the genius of individual men and the limitless enterprise of groups of men. - Woodrow Wilson

Warren G. Harding on the other hand only implicitly mentions the theme of individualism once, and only in the context of international politics.

We crave friendship and harbor no hate. But America, our America, the America builded on the foundation laid by the inspired fathers, can be a party to no permanent military alliance. It can enter into no political commitments, nor assume any economic obligations which will subject our decisions to any other than our own authority. - Warren G. Harding

Calvin Coolidge interprets the concept of individualism in a different manner, in which it forms the basis of his argument in the debate on rights of property.

We need not concern ourselves much about the rights of property if we will faithfully observe the rights of persons. Under our institutions their rights are supreme. It is not property but the right to hold property, both great and small, which our Constitution guarantees. - Calvin Coolidge

And where Herbert Hoover only mentions the concept in a long list of qualities of American society, Franklin D. Roosevelt interprets the idea in a similar manner as Lipset, namely the idea that hard work and economic ambition are the proper activities of a moral person. This is shown in the way he rejects the activities of “unscrupulous money changers” as those of people that are not a legitimate part of society.

Practices of the unscrupulous money changers stand indicted in the court of public opinion, rejected by the hearts and minds of men. - Franklin D. Roosevelt

Harry S. Truman on the other hand, connects the concept of individualism to the very purpose of democracy itself. Later in his speech he uses a similar reasoning as the basis for his ideas about America's role in the rest of the world.

Democracy maintains that government is established for the benefit of the individual, and is charged with the responsibility of protecting the rights of the individual and his freedom in the exercise of his abilities. 
(..)
Our aim should be to help the free peoples of the world, through their own efforts, to produce more food, more clothing, more materials for housing, and more mechanical power to lighten their burdens. - Harry S. Truman

Dwight D. Eisenhower does not discuss the concept of individualism explicitly in his speech, but when he defines the concept of liberty he relates it directly to individual economic productivity. The way economic productivity is described somewhat resembles Lipset description of the individual economic ambition of Americans in relation to moralism. 

Moral stamina means more energy and more productivity, on the farm and in the factory. Love of liberty means the guarding of every resource that makes freedom possible—from the sanctity of our families and the wealth of our soil to the genius of our scientists. - Dwight D. Eisenhower

This more moral definition of economic individualism can also be found in the speech of president Lyndon B. Johnson.

Liberty was the second article of our covenant. It was self-government. It was our Bill of Rights. But it was more. America would be a place where each man could be proud to be himself: stretching his talents, rejoicing in his work, important in the life of his neighbors and his nation. - Lyndon B. Johnson

Richard Nixon does not discuss the concept at all, and only implicitly refers to hard work and economical ambition as the acts of a moral person when he says:

The American dream does not come to those who fall asleep. - Richard Nixon

In president Ronald Reagan's speech the emphasis also lies heavily on the connection between work and personal ambition and moral behaviour. However, he uses exactly the same reasoning to criticize certain aspects of government policies in the following manner:

Idle industries have cast workers into unemployment, causing human misery and personal indignity. 
(..)
You and I, as individuals, can, by borrowing, live beyond our means, but for only a limited period of time. Why, then, should we think that collectively, as a nation, we are not bound by that same limitation? - Ronald Reagan

George H.W. Bush does not discuss the concept, aside from one reference to the same connection between work and individual strife and morality when he asks:

But have we changed as a nation even in our time? Are we enthralled with material things, less appreciative of the nobility of work and sacrifice? - George H.W. Bush

Bill Clinton also recognizes the idea of economic individualism as a concept that is true for all people, but redefines it by saying that it comes with a certain responsibility to make it available to everyone.

Communications and commerce are global; investment is mobile; technology is almost magical; and ambition for a better life is now universal. We earn our livelihood in peaceful competition with people all across the earth. 
(..)
We must provide for our nation the way a family provides for its children. Our Founders saw themselves in the light of posterity. We can do no less. Anyone who has ever watched a child's eyes wander into sleep knows what posterity is. Posterity is the world to come—the world for whom we hold our ideals, from whom we have borrowed our planet, and to whom we bear sacred responsibility. - Bill Clinton

George W. Bush does not interpret individualism in such a way, but instead gives it again a more moral character, and connects the individual economic ambition to the very basis of the concept of freedom, while president Barack Obama does not explicitly mention the theme at all.

Together, we will reclaim America’s schools, before ignorance and apathy claim more young lives. We will reform Social Security and Medicare, sparing our children from struggles we have the power to prevent. And we will reduce taxes, to recover the momentum of our economy and reward the effort and enterprise of working Americans.
(..)
Our public interest depends on private character, on civic duty and family bonds and basic fairness, on uncounted, unhonored acts of decency which give direction to our freedom. 
(..)





In most of the speeches the theme of populism is, if at all, only briefly discussed as one of the core beliefs on which of American society is built. However, when looking at the few explicit references and the numerous implicit inclusions one could conclude that the concept of populism as defined by Lipset, namely a commitment “to the belief that the public, rather than professional politicians, should control as much of the policy formation process as possible”​[46]​, once could conclude that it's definitely one of the core beliefs to which American society is structured.
 	In most cases the idea of populism as an organizing principle is defined in four different ways. Namely as a form of moral support by the people necessary for effective government, government for the people, government by the people and a government that listens or correctly interprets popular will. Aside from that the principle of self-government is also often implicitly connected to the basic idea of freedom and egalitarianism, and therefore in most cases not explicitly mentioned. 
 	The table below shows a couple of examples of in what way the organizing principle of populism is interpreted in the speeches. 

Table 4
In Theodore Roosevelt's speech the theme of populism as one of America's founding ideals is only mentioned once, when he briefly mentions the difficulties of self-government. 

We know that self-government is difficult. We know that no people needs such high traits of character as that people which seeks to govern its affairs aright through the freely expressed will of the freemen who compose it. - Theodore Roosevelt

William Howard Taft doesn't mention populism when he talks about the United States, but mentions “increasing popular control”  in the dependencies as a direct positive effect of American traditions. 

Meantime our Government in each dependency is upholding the traditions of civil liberty and increasing popular control which might be expected under American auspices. The work which we are doing there redounds to our credit as a nation. - William Howard Taft

Woodrow Wilson refers to the concept when he describes certain abuses of power existent in the American government, and describes them as the direct opposite of government for the people. 

The great Government we loved has too often been made use of for private and selfish purposes, and those who used it had forgotten the people. - Woodrow Wilson

Warren G. Harding defines the concept of popular government a little bit different, and emphasizes the importance of the “correct interpretation of the popular will” as key to the success of the government. The idea of a government based on the right interpretation of popular will is of course slightly different from “popular control” as William Howard Taft defined it, and implies that the government and the people are in fact two separate entities that should work together rather than be the same. 

The success of our popular government rests wholly upon the correct interpretation of the deliberate, intelligent, dependable popular will of America. In a deliberate questioning of a suggested change of national policy, where internationality was to supersede nationality, we turned to a referendum, to the American people. There was ample discussion, and there is a public mandate in manifest understanding. 
(..)
I pledge an administration wherein all the agencies of Government are called to serve, and ever promote an understanding of Government purely as an expression of the popular will. - Warren G. Harding 

Calvin Coolidge defines the concept as an “organizing principle” twice in his speech but he does so in a very specific context, namely in the first instance to defend the system of party-politics, and secondly to legitimate private ownership by connecting it to the concepts of freedom and independence. 

Since its very outset, it has been found necessary to conduct our Government by means of political parties. That system would not have survived from generation to generation if it had not been fundamentally sound and provided the best instrumentalities for the most complete expression of the popular will. It is not necessary to claim that it has always worked perfectly.
(..)
The people declared that they wanted their rights to have not a political but a judicial determination, and their independence and freedom continued and supported by having the ownership and control of their property, not in the Government, but in their own hands. - Calvin Coolidge

Herbert Hoover on the other hand addresses the concept in a more ideological manner by defining it as a form of moral support by the people that is absolutely necessary for the government to be effective.

I have been selected by you to execute and enforce the laws of the country. I propose to do so to the extent of my own abilities, but the measure of success that the Government shall attain will depend upon the moral support which you, as citizens, extend. 
(..)
We maintain party government not to promote intolerant partisanship but because opportunity must be given for expression of the popular will, and organization provided for the execution of its mandates and for accountability of government to the people. - Herbert Hoover
Franklin D. Roosevelt spoke of course under completely different circumstances in history, and connects the idea of populism to a common goal that can only be achieved by common discipline. He does legitimate this idea by presenting it as an interpretation of the concept based on the “temper of our people”, and a common realization. 

If I read the temper of our people correctly, we now realize as we have never realized before our interdependence on each other; that we can not merely take but we must give as well; that if we are to go forward, we must move as a trained and loyal army willing to sacrifice for the good of a common discipline, because without such discipline no progress is made, no leadership becomes effective. We are, I know, ready and willing to submit our lives and property to such discipline, because it makes possible a leadership which aims at a larger good. This I propose to offer, pledging that the larger purposes will bind upon us all as a sacred obligation with a unity of duty hitherto evoked only in time of armed strife. - Franklin D. Roosevelt

In Harry S. Truman's speech the theme of populism is again defined as moral support and union.

In performing the duties of my office, I need the help and prayers of every one of you. I ask for your encouragement and your support. The tasks we face are difficult, and we can accomplish them only if we work together. -  Harry S. Truman

Dwight D. Eisenhower also points out the duty that comes with being the protector of the ideals of freedom in the world, and emphasizes that these duties are shared by everyone.

Knowing that only a United States that is strong and immensely productive can help defend freedom in our world, we view our Nation's strength and security as a trust upon which rests the hope of free men everywhere. It is the firm duty of each of our free citizens and of every free citizen everywhere to place the cause of his country before the comfort, the convenience of himself. - Dwight D. Eisenhower

John F. Kennedy on the other hand does not explicitly refer to the theme of populism, but does emphasize the duties that come with the ideals of the country in general in a famous patriotic series of quotes.

My fellow citizens of the world: ask not what America will do for you, but what together we can do for the freedom of man. - John F. Kennedy

Lyndon Johnson defines populism mostly in relation the idea that the American citizens form a union.

My fellow countrymen, on this occasion, the oath I have taken before you and before God is not mine alone, but ours together. We are one nation and one people. Our fate as a nation and our future as a people rest not upon one citizen, but upon all citizens. - Lyndon B. Johnson

Richard Nixon on the other hand connects the idea of populism in government to the idea of a government that mostly listens carefully to the wishes of the people and needs the help and commitment of the individual citizens to be effective.

For its part, government will listen. We will strive to listen in new ways—to the voices of quiet anguish, the voices that speak without words, the voices of the heart—to the injured voices, the anxious voices, the voices that have despaired of being heard. - Richard Nixon
(..)
What has to be done, has to be done by government and people together or it will not be done at all. The lesson of past agony is that without the people we can do nothing; with the people we can do everything. - Richard Nixon

Jimmy Carter doesn't address the topic at all, except in his opening sentences in which he mentions the necessity of popular support for the governments success.

This inauguration ceremony marks a new beginning, a new dedication within our Government, and a new spirit among us all. A President may sense and proclaim that new spirit, but only a people can provide it. - Jimmy Carter

George H.W. Bush does also only implicitly refer to the theme of populism in his speech, but does so in direct connection to the principles of laissez-faire and personal responsibility.

We have more will than wallet; but will is what we need. We will make the hard choices, looking at what we have and perhaps allocating it differently, making our decisions based on honest need and prudent safety. And then we will do the wisest thing of all: We will turn to the only resource we have that in times of need always grows—the goodness and the courage of the American people. - George H.W. Bush

Bill Clinton on the other hand juxtapositions the idea of a populist government with a government that suffers from intrigue, and calculation of politicians who work for their personal gain.

This beautiful capital, like every capital since the dawn of civilization, is often a place of intrigue and calculation. Powerful people maneuver for position and worry endlessly about who is in and who is out, who is up and who is down, forgetting those people whose toil and sweat sends us here and pays our way. Americans deserve better, and in this city today, there are people who want to do better. And so I say to all of us here, let us resolve to reform our politics, so that power and privilege no longer shout down the voice of the people. - Bill Clinton

George W. Bush does only briefly refer to the role of the people in government, and just like his father only in the context of defining where government responsibilities stop while president Obama avoids the topic altogether.







In most cases when the organizing principle of laissez-faire is referred to in the speeches, it addresses a wide variety of ideological interpretations regarding economical issues. Lipset defines the principle mostly on the level of the individual by saying “In a country that stresses success above all, people are led to feel that the most important thing is to win the game, regardless of the methods employed in doing so. American culture applies the norms of a completely competitive society to everyone. Winners take all.”​[47]​  But the principle of laissez-faire is also referred to in different contexts. A few examples are the defense of international free markets for the principle's sake, or as a means of achieving world peace, laissez-faire in relation to social responsibilities of the government and citizen and in relation to monopolies and the general organizing principles of freedom and equality. 
 	The most prominent references in most cases address what it means to be “free”, including free from hopeless social circumstances and free of obstructions of other founding ideals like equal opportunity, the moral act of work and personal ambition and freedom from for instance monopolies in general. Whether or not the president includes a certain minimum standard of living or opportunity in his interpretation therefore defines for an important part to what extend the government is responsible for the effects of the free market on individual citizens. In the paragraphs in the table below are several examples of the slightly but crucially different interpretations of the organizing principle of (economic) laissez-faire.

Table 5
Theodore Roosevelt only mentions Laissez-faire as an economic as well as a social principle - as Lipset describes it - only in very general terms.

Modern life is both complex and intense, and the tremendous changes wrought by the extraordinary industrial development of the last half century are felt in every fiber of our social and political being. - Theodore Roosevelt

William Howard Taft on the other hand does define the principle more by separating “combinations of capital and effort” that have legitimate economic reasons, from those which are formed with the intend of creating monopolies. Later on in his speech he redefines the principle in the context of the new aims of modern government, as well as in relation to the military and the lawfulness of the secondary boycott.

Such a plan must include the right of the people to avail themselves of those methods of combining capital and effort deemed necessary to reach the highest degree of economic efficiency, at the same time differentiating between combinations based upon legitimate economic reasons and those formed with the intent of creating monopolies and artificially controlling prices. 
(..)
But when the desire to win the popular approval leads to the cutting off of expenditures really needed to make the Government effective and to enable it to accomplish its proper objects, the result is as much to be condemned as the waste of government funds in unnecessary expenditure. The scope of a modern government in what it can and ought to accomplish for its people has been widened far beyond the principles laid down by the old "laissez faire" school of political writers, and this widening has met popular approval.
(..)
Our Government is able to afford a suitable army and a suitable navy. It may maintain them without the slightest danger to the Republic or the cause of free institutions, and fear of additional taxation ought not to change a proper policy in this regard.
(..)
The proposition is usually linked with one to make the secondary boycott lawful. Such a proposition is at variance with the American instinct, and will find no support, in my judgment, when submitted to the American people. The secondary boycott is an instrument of tyranny, and ought not to be made legitimate. - William Howard Taft

Woodrow Wilson on the other hand combines the organizing principle of laissez-faire with the idea of a society based on justice to legitimate his idea of what the role of government in society should be.

We have studied as perhaps no other nation has the most effective means of production, but we have not studied cost or economy as we should either as organizers of industry, as statesmen, or as individuals. Nor have we studied and perfected the means by which government may be put at the service of humanity, in safeguarding the health of the Nation, the health of its men and its women and its children, as well as their rights in the struggle for existence. This is no sentimental duty. The firm basis of government is justice, not pity. - Woodrow Wilson

Warren G. Harding also includes the idea of a “just” society in the principle of laissez-faire, and later in his speech uses the same reasoning to define what America's relation with Europe should be.

Confident of our ability to work out our own destiny, and jealously guarding our right to do so, we seek no part in directing the destinies of the Old World. 
(..)
I speak for administrative efficiency, for lightened tax burdens, for sound commercial practices, for adequate credit facilities, for sympathetic concern for all agricultural problems, for the omission of unnecessary interference of Government with business, for an end to Government's experiment in business, and for more efficient business in Government administration. With all of this must attend a mindfulness of the human side of all activities, so that social, industrial, and economic justice will be squared with the purposes of a righteous people. - Warren G. Harding

Calvin Coolidge emphasizes the social aspect of the principle by relating it to the danger to peace that can arise from extreme poverty. He implicitly defines the economic ideal of laissez-faire as one that should be kept within certain boundaries in order to produce the desired outcome.

One of the greatest dangers to peace lies in the economic pressure to which people find themselves subjected. One of the most practical things to be done in the world is to seek arrangements under which such pressure may be removed, so that opportunity may be renewed and hope may be revived. There must be some assurance that effort and endeavor will be followed by success and prosperity. In the making and financing of such adjustments there is not only an opportunity, but a real duty, for America to respond with her counsel and her resources. Conditions must be provided under which people can make a living and work out of their difficulties. 
(..)
I favor the policy of economy, not because I wish to save money, but because I wish to save people. The men and women of this country who toil are the ones who bear the cost of the Government. Every dollar that we carelessly waste means that their life will be so much the more meager. Every dollar that we prudently save means that their life will be so much the more abundant. Economy is idealism in its most practical form. - Calvin Coolidge

Herbert Hoover on the other hand only mentions the validity of the principle by defining the outcome of the election as a direct popular confirmation of that fact.

The election has again confirmed the determination of the American people that regulation of private enterprise and not Government ownership or operation is the course rightly to be pursued in our relation to business. - Herbert Hoover

Harry Truman proposes the promotion of the principle in international trade, and mentions the assumed interdependency between free trade and world peace.

In addition, we must carry out our plans for reducing the barriers to world trade and increasing its volume. Economic recovery and peace itself depend on increased world trade. - Harry S. Truman

Dwight D. Eisenhower identifies a similar relation, but includes the necessity of a strong military in the same reasoning.

This faith rules our whole way of life. It decrees that we, the people, elect leaders not to rule but to serve. It asserts that we have the right to choice of our own work and to the reward of our own toil. It inspires the initiative that makes our productivity the wonder of the world. 
(..)
Recognizing economic health as an indispensable basis of military strength and the free world's peace, we shall strive to foster everywhere, and to practice ourselves, policies that encourage productivity and profitable trade. For the impoverishment of any single people in the world means danger to the well-being of all other peoples. - Dwight D. Eisenhower

John F. Kennedy on the other hand only touches upon the subject when he addresses America's proactive stance in relation to the competition with the Soviet Union.

To those peoples in the huts and villages across the globe struggling to break the bonds of mass misery, we pledge our best efforts to help them help themselves, for whatever period is required—not because the Communists may be doing it, not because we seek their votes, but because it is right. - John F. Kennedy

Richard Nixon explains the concept mostly in relation to earlier discussed organizing principle of individualism, by unifying the economic strife of individual Americans with the progress of the nation as a whole.

To match the magnitude of our tasks, we need the energies of our people—enlisted not only in grand enterprises, but more importantly in those small, splendid efforts that make headlines in the neighborhood newspaper instead of the national journal. - Richard Nixon
(..)
We seek an open world—open to ideas, open to the exchange of goods and people—a world in which no people, great or small, will live in angry isolation. - Richard Nixon

Also Ronald Reagan interprets the principle of laissez faire as one that is connected to the principle of individualism as Lipset explains it. 

Those who do work are denied a fair return for their labor by a tax system which penalizes successful achievement and keeps us from maintaining full productivity. - Ronald Reagan
(..)
It is my intention to curb the size and influence of the Federal establishment and to demand recognition of the distinction between the powers granted to the Federal Government and those reserved to the States or to the people. All of us need to be reminded that the Federal Government did not create the States; the States created the Federal Government. 
(..)
Is it time to reawaken this industrial giant, to get government back within its means, and to lighten our punitive tax burden. And these will be our first priorities, and on these principles, there will be no compromise. - Ronald Reagan

George H.W. Bush also discusses the principle of laissez faire in this context, but does so by integrating the principle in the ideal of freedom. 

Men and women of the world move toward free markets through the door to prosperity. 
(..)
We know what works: Freedom works. We know what's right: Freedom is right. We know how to secure a more just and prosperous life for man on Earth: through free markets, free speech, free elections, and the exercise of free will unhampered by the state. - George H.W. BushBill Clinton on the other hand advocates a reinterpretation of the principle, and notes that there is a certain guaranteed minimum standard of living necessary to achieve the highest economic efficiency. 

But when most people are working harder for less; when others cannot work at all; when the cost of health care devastates families and threatens to bankrupt many of our enterprises, great and small; when fear of crime robs law-abiding citizens of their freedom; and when millions of poor children cannot even imagine the lives we are calling them to lead—we have not made change our friend. - Bill Clinton

George W. Bush also recognizes the problems that can arise from certain depriving conditions caused by the free market, but places the responsibility of prevention by the citizens themselves instead of the government.

But the stakes for America are never small. If our country does not lead the cause of freedom, it will not be led. If we do not turn the hearts of children toward knowledge and character, we will lose their gifts and undermine their idealism. If we permit our economy to drift and decline, the vulnerable will suffer most. We must live up to the calling we share. Civility is not a tactic or a sentiment. It is the determined choice of trust over cynicism, of community over chaos. And this commitment, if we keep it, is a way to shared accomplishment. - George W. Bush

Barack Obama  addresses the topic in the most pragmatic manner, and avoids taking an outspoken ideological stance in the debate, instead proposing a re-evaluation of the government programs and social circumstances in order to determine whether or not the government should undertake any action.





1.6 Patriotism and optimism
According to Seymour Martin Lipset “Americans continue to be proud of their nation, to exhibit a greater sense of patriotism and of belief that their system is superior to all others”​[48]​ 
	As shown below, the belief in the superiority of the American system is existent in almost every single speech. In many cases in direct comparrisson with others like Europe, class societies in general or communism. In many of the speeches this undefined belief functions as the basis of the legitimation of certain policies that are defined as a continuation of the American ideals rather than a change. 
 	Patriotism is often mentioned separately as a qualitative feature of American citizenry. In the different speeches however, patriotism as part of the behavior of a moral person is interpreted very differently in different speeches. A good example of these differences is the way the idea of patriotism is defined in relation to the concept of individualism, which also dictates a certain behavior to qualify as a moral person. As the examples below show, in some cases patriotism merely means putting the countries interest above personal interest, but there are also examples to be found in which the individualistic economic ambitions and participation in society are defined as patriotic acts. 
  	In relation to war patriotism is also interpret in numerous ways, varying from “a readiness to defend the country”, forming a union, taking individual responsibility in the defense of common ideals, a general commitment to American ideals of individualism, liberty and egalitarianism and sacrifice in general to name just a few examples. The table below gives a good idea of the differences in interpretation as well as prominence of the theme of patriotism and optimism in the different speeches.

Table 6
Theodore Roosevelt addresses the theme of patriotism in his speech by saying that with the receiving of a splendid heritage comes the duty to preserve and enlarge it for the future. Patriotism is defined by Roosevelt as continuing the work of earlier generations.

But we have faith that we shall not prove false to the memories of the men of the mighty past. They did their work, they left us the splendid heritage we now enjoy. We in our turn have an assured confidence that we shall be able to leave this heritage unwasted and enlarged to our children and our children's children. - Theodore Roosevelt

William Howard Taft does not explicitly discuss the topic, although his ideas about the way the army should be structured do partly rest upon the idea that an army should consist of volunteers, assuming that there are enough volunteers that are willing to sacrifice their lives for their country. Patriotism is defined by Taft as the willingness to die for your country if the circumstances demand it. 

We should have an army so organized and so officered as to be capable in time of emergency, in cooperation with the national militia and under the provisions of a proper national volunteer law, rapidly to expand into a force sufficient to resist all probable invasion from abroad and to furnish a respectable expeditionary force if necessary in the maintenance of our traditional American policy which bears the name of President Monroe. - William Howard Taft

For president Woodrow Wilson the theme patriotism is only explicitly mentioned as a reason to support the president. 

I summon all honest men, all patriotic, all forward-looking men, to my side. God helping me, I will not fail them, if they will but counsel and sustain me! - Woodrow Wilson

Warren G. Harding puts the patriotic belief that America's system of government and founding ideals are superior to all alternatives in a more historical context, but also by connecting it with the theme of moralism, emphasizing the national responsibility that comes with being the world's moral leader.

We have seen civil, human, and religious liberty verified and glorified. In the beginning the Old World scoffed at our experiment; today our foundations of political and social belief stand unshaken, a precious inheritance to ourselves, an inspiring example of freedom and civilization to all mankind. 
(..)
Because we cherish ideals of justice and peace, because we appraise international comity and helpful relationship no less highly than any people of the world, we aspire to a high place in the moral leadership of civilization, and we hold a maintained America, the proven Republic, the unshaken temple of representative democracy, to be not only an inspiration and example, but the highest agency of strengthening good will and promoting accord on both continents. - Warren G. Harding

Calvin Coolidge also recognizes the duty that comes with having a superior system.

..we have contributed of our resources and our counsel to the relief of the suffering and the settlement of the disputes among the European nations. Because of what America is and what America has done, a firmer courage, a higher hope, inspires the heart of all humanity. - Calvin Coolidge

In Herbert Hoover's speech on the other hand the only implicit references to the idea of the superiority of the nations' institutions are connected to the organizing principle of individualism. 

Ours is a land rich in resources; stimulating in its glorious beauty; filled with millions of happy homes; blessed with comfort and opportunity. In no nation are the institutions of progress more advanced. In no nation are the fruits of accomplishment more secure. In no nation is the government more worthy of respect. No country is more loved by its people. I have an abiding faith in their capacity, integrity and high purpose. I have no fears for the future of our country. It is bright with hope. - Herbert Hoover

Franklin D. Roosevelt also uses the idea of the superiority of America's system as the basis of his optimism about the country's future.

This great Nation will endure as it has endured, will revive and will prosper. So, first of all, let me assert my firm belief that the only thing we have to fear is fear itself—nameless, unreasoning, unjustified terror which paralyzes needed efforts to convert retreat into advance. - Franklin D. Roosevelt

Harry S. Truman on the other hand, defines America specifically as  of the example-nation for the rest of the world, to model after, but also as a leader.

The peoples of the earth face the future with grave uncertainty, composed almost equally of great hopes and great fears. In this time of doubt, they look to the United States as never before for good will, strength, and wise leadership. - Harry S. Truman

Dwight D. Eisenhower combines the ideological aspect with the circumstances of the Cold War, by defining communism as a direct opposite of the ideological concepts on which the United States was founded. Pattriotism is defined by Eisenhower as a readiness to defend the country from these ideologies.

Here, then, is joined no argument between slightly differing philosophies. This conflict strikes directly at the faith of our fathers and the lives of our sons. No principle or treasure that we hold, from the spiritual knowledge of our free schools and churches to the creative magic of free labor and capital, nothing lies safely beyond the reach of this struggle. 
(..)
Patriotism means equipped forces and a prepared citizenry. - Dwight D. Eisenhower

John F. Kennedy, of course defined patriotism most famously in his speech by reversing the question what your country can do for you, but also compares the sentiments that are necessary for the armed defense in times of need with those that are needed for the nations defense against domestic problems.

Now the trumpet summons us again—not as a call to bear arms, though arms we need; not as a call to battle, though embattled we are—but a call to bear the burden of a long twilight struggle, year in and year out, "rejoicing in hope, patient in tribulation"—a struggle against the common enemies of man: tyranny, poverty, disease, and war itself. 
(..)
And so, my fellow Americans: ask not what your country can do for you—ask what you can do for your country. - John F. Kennedy

Richard Nixon uses a more ideological interpretation, and defines patriotism and sacrifice for the greater good as a fundamental value of men. Patriotism is defined by Nixon as the willingness to put the countries interests above personal interests

I believe the American people are ready to answer this call. 
(..)
Until he has been part of a cause larger than himself, no man is truly whole. - Richard Nixon

Jimmy Carter on the other hand, limits his definition of patriotism to unity, which he recognizes in past times of war.

Let our recent mistakes bring a resurgent commitment to the basic principles of our Nation, for we know that if we despise our own government we have no future. We recall in special times when we have stood briefly, but magnificently, united. In those times no prize was beyond our grasp. - Jimmy Carter

Ronald Reagan connects the theme of patriotism with that of individualism and moralism in the same way it is defined by Lispet, and compares these efforts with the heroic efforts of a soldier at war. 

You meet heroes across a counter—and they are on both sides of that counter. There are entrepreneurs with faith in themselves and faith in an idea who create new jobs, new wealth and opportunity. They are individuals and families whose taxes support the Government and whose voluntary gifts support church, charity, culture, art, and education. Their patriotism is quiet but deep. Their values sustain our national life. 
(..)
We are told that on his body was found a diary. On the flyleaf under the heading, "My Pledge," he had written these words: "America must win this war. Therefore, I will work, I will save, I will sacrifice, I will endure, I will fight cheerfully and do my utmost, as if the issue of the whole struggle depended on me alone." - Ronald Reagan

George H.W. Bush in his speech also defines the American system of government as superior, and an example to the rest of the world based on proof from the past.

For the first time in this century, for the first time in perhaps all history, man does not have to invent a system by which to live. We don't have to talk late into the night about which form of government is better. We don't have to wrest justice from the kings. We only have to summon it from within ourselves.  - George H.W. Bush

In Bill Clinton's speech the theme of patriotism is not explicitly defined. The only occasion it is mentioned is when he describes the determination of individual citizens in times of crisis.

From our revolution, the Civil War, to the Great Depression to the civil rights movement, our people have always mustered the determination to construct from these crises the pillars of our history. - Bill Clinton

For George W. Bush on the other hand, the union of American citizens is based on their common commitment to the grand ideals that remained unchanged throughout history.

It is the American story—a story of flawed and fallible people, united across the generations by grand and enduring ideals. - George W. Bush

For president Barack Obama feelings of patriotism are not necessarily connected to a certain set of ideals, but more to the spirit that is needed to get the necessary things done in order to protect those ideals.

Our capacity remains undiminished. But our time of standing pat, of protecting narrow interests and putting off unpleasant decisions—that time has surely passed. Starting today, we must pick ourselves up, dust ourselves off, and begin again the work of remaking America. 
(..)




1.7 Moralism and utopianism.
In Lipset's description of the relation between moralism and utopianism and American society, he emphasizes the qualitative difference of America as a nation founded on a set of ideals rather than historical factors as the basis for American exceptionalism. “Americans are utopian moralists who press hard to institutionalize virtue, to destroy evil people, and eliminate wicked institutions and practices. A majority even tell pollsters that God is the moral guiding force of American democracy. The tend to view social and political drama's as morality plays, as battles between God and the Devil, so that compromise is virtually unthinkable.”​[49]​ However, in Lipset's definition the relation between moralism and religion remain unclear. 
 	When looking at the different speeches there are a couple of general observations to be made. First of all the recurring traces of what Robert Bellah defined as civil religion. The most obvious example of this is Ronald Reagan's proposal to declare inauguration day a national day of prayer. However, when looking specifically how in the different speeches the United States as a country is related to utopian ideas of how a state should be structured in order to be “just”, and references to God, there are also many differences between the different speeches, varying from idea that the United States is the direct result of God's intent to the idea of religious moral in the form of a personal conscience guiding the presidents decisions. The following examples will show some of the differences in the interpretation moralism and utopianism in relation to the state.

Table 7
Theodore Roosevelt only briefly refers to the connection between American society and moralism in two parts of his speech. In the second part he also emphasizes the interdependency between the concepts of peace and justice.

My fellow-citizens, no people on earth have more cause to be thankful than ours, and this is said reverently, in no spirit of boastfulness in our own strength, but with gratitude to the Giver of Good who has blessed us with the conditions which have enabled us to achieve so large a measure of well-being and of happiness. 
(..)
We wish peace, but we wish the peace of justice, the peace of righteousness. We wish it because we think it is right and not because we are afraid. - Theodore Roosevelt

President William Howard Taft on the other hand, proposes an agenda for American foreign policy by defining it as in the direct interest of the promotion of peace and international morality. In this paragraph he explicitly mentions the European monarchies as the “other”.

Then, too, there are expenditures of Government absolutely necessary if our country is to maintain its proper place among the nations of the world, and is to exercise its proper influence in defense of its own trade interests in the maintenance of traditional American policy against the colonization of European monarchies in this hemisphere, and in the promotion of peace and international morality. 
(..)
..I invoke the considerate sympathy and support of my fellow-citizens and the aid of the Almighty God in the discharge of my responsible duties. - William Howard Taft

Woodrow Wilson defines American society as one in which moral acts as the typical individual behavior of the citizenry.

It is great, also, very great, in its moral force. Nowhere else in the world have noble men and women exhibited in more striking forms the beauty and the energy of sympathy and helpfulness and counsel in their efforts to rectify wrong, alleviate suffering, and set the weak in the way of strength and hope. - Woodrow Wilson

Warren G. Harding on the other hand, sees God's will as the primary reason for the very existence of the nation. Later in his speech he unifies his dedication God as to his dedication to his country implying that serving country equals serving good.

Surely there must have been God's intent in the making of this new-world Republic. Ours is an organic law which had but one ambiguity, and we saw that effaced in a baptism of sacrifice and blood, with union maintained, the Nation supreme, and its concord inspiring. 
(..)
I have taken the solemn oath of office on that passage of Holy Writ wherein it is asked: "What doth the Lord require of thee but to do justly, and to love mercy, and to walk humbly with thy God?" This I plight to God and country. - Warren G. Harding

Calvin Coolidge on the other hand, describes the spread of American principles in the world more as a by-product of the country defending their material interests.

We made freedom a birthright. We extended our domain over distant islands in order to safeguard our own interests and accepted the consequent obligation to bestow justice and liberty upon less favored peoples.
(..)
We have been, and propose to be, more and more American. We believe that we can best serve our own country and most successfully discharge our obligations to humanity by continuing to be openly and candidly, intensely and scrupulously, American. 
(..)
The fundamental precept of liberty is toleration. We can not permit any inquisition either within or without the law or apply any religious test to the holding of office. The mind of America must be forever free. 
(..)
America seeks no earthly empire built on blood and force. No ambition, no temptation, lures her to thought of foreign dominions. The legions which she sends forth are armed, not with the sword, but with the cross. The higher state to which she seeks the allegiance of all mankind is not of human, but of divine origin. She cherishes no purpose save to merit the favor of Almighty God. - Calvin Coolidge

In the fragments above Calvin Coolidge doesn't explicitly mention any of the principles, but does refer to God specificity but also separates the concept of freedom from government. Herbert Hoover on the other hand only mentions God in the context of the personal sphere. 

It is a dedication and consecration under God to the highest office in service of our people. I assume this trust in the humility of knowledge that only through the guidance of Almighty Providence can I hope to discharge its ever-increasing burdens. - Herbert Hoover

Franklin D. Roosevelt, oppose to Calvin Coolidge, does separate the countries material interests from is moral responsibilities in the world.

The measure of the restoration lies in the extent to which we apply social values more noble than mere monetary profit. - Franklin D. Roosevelt

Harry S. Truman juxtaposes the United States as the model of the morally good country with the ideology of communism.

These differences between communism and democracy do not concern the United States alone. People everywhere are coming to realize that what is involved is material well-being, human dignity, and the right to believe in and worship God. - Harry S. Truman

A similar division between good and evil in the form of two sets of organizing principles to which the state is structured is made by Dwight D. Eisenhower.

The world and we have passed the midway point of a century of continuing challenge. We sense with all our faculties that forces of good and evil are massed and armed and opposed as rarely before in history. - Dwight D. Eisenhower

John F. Kennedy defines moralism in the context of the organizing principles of the United States only by connecting the founding ideals of America to God's will..

And yet the same revolutionary beliefs for which our forebears fought are still at issue around the globe—the belief that the rights of man come not from the generosity of the state, but from the hand of God. - John F. Kennedy

Lyndon Johnson does mention God, but only in the function of the final moral judgment that seems to focus more on the citizen's commitment to the ideals than the actual ideals themselves.

If we fail now, we shall have forgotten in abundance what we learned in hardship: that democracy rests on faith, that freedom asks more than it gives, and that the judgment of God is harshest on those who are most favored. - Lyndon B. Johnson

Richard Nixon on the other hand speaks of “conscience” instead of God, and does recognizes a difference between the society of the United States and the laws of a completely “just” society.

No man can be fully free while his neighbor is not. To go forward at all is to go forward together. This means black and white together, as one nation, not two. The laws have caught up with our conscience. - Richard Nixon

Jimmy Carter also includes a defined version of moralism in relation to American politics in his speech, and  connects the idea specifically to the values of individualism.

—that we had remembered the words of Micah and renewed our search for humility, mercy, and justice;
—that we had torn down the barriers that separated those of different race and region and religion, and where there had been mistrust, built unity, with a respect for diversity;
—that we had found productive work for those able to perform it;
—that we had strengthened the American family, which is the basis of our society;
—that we had ensured respect for the law, and equal treatment under the law, for the weak and the powerful, for the rich and the poor;
—and that we had enabled our people to be proud of their own Government once again. - Jimmy Carter

Ronald Reagan on the other hand only mentions god in his gratitude for the prayers of the citizens, but does so by strongly connecting the concept of the presidency with one of a moral leader.

I am told that tens of thousands of prayer meetings are being held on this day, and for that I am deeply grateful. We are a nation under God, and I believe God intended for us to be free. It would be fitting and good, I think, if on each Inauguration Day in future years it should be declared a day of prayer. - Ronald Reagan

George H.W. Bush separates christian values from the organizing principles on which America as a country is built by emphasizing servitude as an important personal value for a moral person.

Make us strong to do Your work, willing to heed and hear Your will, and write on our hearts these words: "Use power to help people." For we are given power not to advance our own purposes, nor to make a great show in the world, nor a name. There is but one just use of power, and it is to serve people. Help us to remember it, Lord. Amen. 
(..)
America is never wholly herself unless she is engaged in high moral principle. We as a people have such a purpose today. It is to make kinder the face of the Nation and gentler the face of the world. My friends, we have work to do. There are the homeless, lost and roaming. There are the children who have nothing, no love, no normalcy. There are those who cannot free themselves of enslavement to whatever addiction—drugs, welfare, the demoralization that rules the slums. There is crime to be conquered, the rough crime of the streets. There are young women to be helped who are about to become mothers of children they can't care for and might not love. - George H.W. Bush

Bill Clinton does only refer to a certain set of moral principles when he briefly discusses America's responsibilities in the world.

When our vital interests are challenged, or the will and conscience of the international community is defied, we will act—with peaceful diplomacy when ever possible, with force when necessary. The brave Americans serving our nation today in the Persian Gulf, in Somalia, and wherever else they stand are testament to our resolve. - Bill Clinton 

And also George W. Bush does not directly refer to any specific moral standard. The only time he implicitly mentions the moralism as an organizing principle is when he discusses moralism on the level of the individual.

I will live and lead by these principles: to advance my convictions with civility, to pursue the public interest with courage, to speak for greater justice and compassion, to call for responsibility and try to live it as well. - George W. Bush

Barack Obama on the other hand does mention a certain moral standard in the form of the original values of the country that remain unchanged. Later on in his speech he also refers to the connection between the country and God, which is slightly different from the references in the speeches by most other presidents. 

Our challenges may be new. The instruments with which we meet them may be new. But those values upon which our success depends—honesty and hard work, courage and fair play, tolerance and curiosity, loyalty and patriotism—these things are old. These things are true. They have been the quiet force of progress throughout our history. 
(..)









When looking at the way the five organizing principles of Americanism, as well as the themes of patriotism and optimism and moralism and utopianism there are a few general similarities to be found in the way these themes are described, positioned and interpreted in the speeches.
 	First of all the fact that the five organizing principles of Americanism in their double function as the basis of the state fantasy function as a cluster in which one can be elevated “into the position of the metaconcept empowered to represent the entire cluster”​[50]​, in a similar way Donald E. Pease described the functioning of the four conceptual metaphors that do not supply definitions of America, but they do give directions for finding the meanings that are intended to corroborate the belief in American exceptionality.”​[51]​ This becomes especially clear when looking at the principles of freedom, equality and laissez-faire that are often defined by using one as the basic principle of which the others are mere elaborations. 
 	The second important observation that could be made when looking at these speeches (and is also described by Pease in his definition of an effective state fantasy) is the continuing use of empirical validation to legitimate the “effectiveness” of the concepts as organizing principles of statehood as well as their moral value by relating them to the concept of justice. 








As discussed in the introduction, there are several reasons why the historical references used in the speeches should be considered as important indicators of the state fantasy that they are a part of. 
Because building the proposed ideological framework on historical references is not only a way of grounding the state fantasy in empirical evidence, but also creates a sense of continuity that functions as an unacknowledged legislator itself. 
 	These unacknowledged legislators do not necessarily promote the expansion or re-interpretation of rights that suppose to be universal. This is especially true for historic references, since they often exemplify historical events from era's in which for instance practices like segregation were still part of the national state fantasy. As Pease shows in his book The New American Exceptionalism, state fantasies have the potential power to uphold structures of disavowal that can effectively justify the denial of adequate juridical recognition of certain groups in society that, according to the fantasy do not participate in the ideological act of “being American”. As discussed in the introduction, Pease mentions a bunch of policies that were legitimated by the state fantasy of exceptionalism.​[52]​ About the fact that they are now part of the American historical narrative as “national wrongs”, he concluded that: “examing the past became for scholars who were steeped in exceptionalist convictions a romance quest whereby they would understand the meaning of their “American” identity through their uncovering of the special significance of the nation's institutions. In the early years of the cold war, the proponents of the Myth and Symbol school of American studies constructed an image of the United States out of exceptionalist assumptions.”​[53]​ 
 	A similar practice can be found in the way historical references are placed and interpreted in the speeches. By looking at which historical events are chosen, and how they are interpreted in the historical context and in the context of the speech therefore supplies a useful insight in the ideological ideas about the United States through which the nations history was suppose to be looked at on that particular moment, and more importantly, what the role of these historical references is in the “dissociative reasoning through which historians have recounted the exceptionalist narrative.”​[54]​ 
	When looking at the historical references in the different speeches they can roughly be divided in three categories, that serve a somewhat different purpose in the ideological framework of the state fantasy. 
	
The first category are the references to individual citizens, groups of citizens or society as a whole, who/that at some point in history stood for/defended/or sacrificed for the ideals of the nation. These references could be defined as unacknowledged legislators in the sense that they replace the explicit contractual negotiation between government and citizens by an undefined sense of responsibility and or choice to live up to/except these sacrifices, or throw them away. 
 	The second category are the detailed anecdotes, often regarding either well known figures or unknown but not anonymous individual citizens, that show a theme that regardless of the different circumstances today is still held to be true. These anecdotes function as unacknowledged legislators in the sense that they show the universal truth of certain principles to which society is structured. 




As mentioned in the introduction, the first category are the references to individual citizens, groups of citizens or society as a whole, that at some point in history stood for/defended/or sacrificed for the ideals of the nation. These references could be defined as unacknowledged legislators in the sense that they replace the explicit contractual negotiation between government and citizens by an undefined sense of responsibility and or choice, and are often connected to a certain injustice or (moral) crisis in society today, and often end with the (implicit) question whether or not the citizens choose to follow, defend and prepare for future generations the ideals of their forefathers. Examples of this category of historical references are the references to for instance war veterans or other groups of people that defended the American ideals regardless of the costs. A couple of examples of this category can be found in the table below. 

Table 8
Directly in front of me, the monument to a monumental man: George Washington, Father of our country. A man of humility who came to greatness reluctantly. He led America out of revolutionary victory into infant nationhood. Off to one side, the stately memorial to Thomas Jefferson. The Declaration of Independence flames with his eloquence.
And then beyond the Reflecting Pool the dignified columns of the Lincoln Memorial. Whoever would understand in his heart the meaning of America will find it in the life of Abraham Lincoln.
Beyond those monuments to heroism is the Potomac River, and on the far shore the sloping hills of Arlington National Cemetery with its row on row of simple white markers bearing crosses or Stars of David. They add up to only a tiny fraction of the price that has been paid for our freedom.
Each one of those markers is a monument to the kinds of hero I spoke of earlier. Their lives ended in places called Belleau Wood, The Argonne, Omaha Beach, Salerno and halfway around the world on Guadalcanal, Tarawa, Pork Chop Hill, the Chosin Reservoir, and in a hundred rice paddies and jungles of a place called Vietnam. - Ronald Reagan

This is a fact: The final lesson of Vietnam is that no great nation can long afford to be sundered by a memory. A new breeze is blowing, and the old bipartisanship must be made new again. - George H.W. Bush

And I thank the millions of men and women whose steadfastness and sacrifice triumphed over Depression, fascism and Communism. - Bill Clinton

It is the American story—a story of flawed and fallible people, united across the generations by grand and enduring ideals. - George W. Bush

For us, they packed up their few worldly possessions and traveled across oceans in search of a new life. For us, they toiled in sweatshops and settled the West; endured the lash of the whip and plowed the hard earth. For us, they fought and died, in places like Concord and Gettysburg; Normandy and Khe Sahn. Time and again these men and women struggled and sacrificed and worked till their hands were raw so that we might live a better life. They saw America as bigger than the sum of our individual ambitions; greater than all the differences of birth or wealth or faction. This is the journey we continue today. - Barack Obama










On the eve of our struggle for independence a man who might have been one of the greatest among the Founding Fathers, Dr. Joseph Warren, President of the Massachusetts Congress, said to his fellow Americans, "Our country is in danger, but not to be despaired of.... On you depend the fortunes of America. You are to decide the important questions upon which rests the happiness and the liberty of millions yet unborn. Act worthy of yourselves." 
Well, I believe we, the Americans of today, are ready to act worthy of ourselves, ready to do what must be done to ensure happiness and liberty for ourselves, our children and our children's children. - Ronald Reagan

Under one such marker lies a young man—Martin Treptow—who left his job in a small town barber shop in 1917 to go to France with the famed Rainbow Division. There, on the western front, he was killed trying to carry a message between battalions under heavy artillery fire. 
We are told that on his body was found a diary. On the flyleaf under the heading, "My Pledge," he had written these words: "America must win this war. Therefore, I will work, I will save, I will sacrifice, I will endure, I will fight cheerfully and do my utmost, as if the issue of the whole struggle depended on me alone."
The crisis we are facing today does not require of us the kind of sacrifice that Martin Treptow and so many thousands of others were called upon to make. It does require, however, our best effort, and our willingness to believe in ourselves and to believe in our capacity to perform great deeds; to believe that together, with God's help, we can and will resolve the problems which now confront us. - Ronald Reagan

After the Declaration of Independence was signed, Virginia statesman John Page wrote to Thomas Jefferson: “We know the race is not to the swift nor the battle to the strong. Do you not think an angel rides in the whirlwind and directs this storm?”
Much time has passed since Jefferson arrived for his inauguration. The years and changes accumulate. But the themes of this day he would know: our nation’s grand story of courage and its simple dream of dignity. - George W. Bush

So let us mark this day with remembrance, of who we are and how far we have traveled. In the year of America’s birth, in the coldest of months, a small band of patriots huddled by dying campfires on the shores of an icy river. The capital was abandoned. The enemy was advancing. The snow was stained with blood. At a moment when the outcome of our revolution was most in doubt, the father of our nation ordered these words be read to the people: “Let it be told to the future world … that in the depth of winter, when nothing but hope and virtue could survive … that the city and the country, alarmed at one common danger, came forth to meet … it.” 








The final category are the historic references that show a continuity in history that often go back as far as the founding fathers of the nation, but also address unchanged rituals or traditions. This category is present in almost every single speech, and include vague references to unchanged rituals like the inaugural ceremony itself, to prove the unchangeable and universal character of the ideals on which the nation was founded. A couple of examples of this category can be found in the table below. 

Table 10
The orderly transfer of authority as called for in the Constitution routinely takes place as it has for almost two centuries and few of us stop to think how unique we really are. In the eyes of many in the world, this every-4-year ceremony we accept as normal is nothing less than a miracle. - Ronald Reagan

I have just repeated word for word the oath taken by George Washington 200 years ago, and the Bible on which I placed my hand is the Bible on which he placed his. It is right that the memory of Washington be with us today, not only because this is our Bicentennial Inauguration, but because Washington remains the Father of our Country. And he would, I think, be gladdened by this day; for today is the concrete expression of a stunning fact: our continuity these 200 years since our government began. - Geoge H.W. Bush

From our revolution, the Civil War, to the Great Depression to the civil rights movement, our people have always mustered the determination to construct from these crises the pillars of our history.
Thomas Jefferson believed that to preserve the very foundations of our nation, we would need dramatic change from time to time. Well, my fellow citizens, this is our time. Let us embrace it. - Bill Clinton

Let us resolve to make our government a place for what Franklin Roosevelt called "bold, persistent experimentation," a government for our tomorrows, not our yesterdays. - Bill Clinton










This paper began with a paragraph from Alexis de Tocqueville's famous book Democracy in America, that perfectly summarizes the basic starting point of the debate on American exceptionalism. In the paragraph Tocqueville states that for every nation “it is necessary that the minds of all the citizens should be rallied and held together by certain predominant ideas; and this cannot be the case unless each of them sometimes draws his opinions from the common source and consents to accept certain matters of belief already formed.”​[55]​
 	As described in the introduction, these “predominant ideas” have been the subject of countless studies that tried to determine whether American society should be considered to be “exceptional” or not. Samuel Huntington for instance recognized a specific set of “American” values that he called “American core culture”. With the term “core culture” he refers to a set of values that include factors that were determined historically like the English language and certain traditions in for instance literature, art and music, as well as what Seymour Martin Lipset refers to as “organizing principles”. Examples of these organizing principles of Americanism - certain ideological concepts to which society is structured -  that are mentioned by both author's are, among others, the principles of liberty, equality, individualism and laissez-faire. 
 	These organizing principles are an important and constant factor in the debate on American exceptionalism, and as mentioned in the introduction of this paper are often referred to as the nations founding ideals which supposedly form the basis of what makes the United States an exceptional nation. In his extensive quantitative research Seymour Martin Lipset defined five different organizing principles that form the bases of the remarkable statistic differences between the United States and other modern countries in various social and economical area's, and explain why among other things: “The United States remains more religious, more patriotic, more populist and anti-elitist. . . . more committed to higher education for the majority, hence to meritocracy, more socially egalitarian, more prone to divorce, less law-abiding, wealthier in real income (purchasing power) terms, markedly more job-creating, and significantly less disposed to save, than other developed countries.”​[56]​
 	However, as described in the introduction, the term American exceptionalism is used to describe more than the mere qualitative difference that Tocqueville discussed in his work, and “has been taken to mean that America is 'distinctive' (meaning merely different), or 'unique' (meaning anomalous), or 'exemplary' (meaning a model for other nations to follow), or that it is 'exempt' from the laws of historical progress (meaning that it is an 'exception' to the laws and rules of governing the development of other nations)”​[57]​, to use just a few examples mentioned by Pease. 
	The debate on these other meanings of the term exceptionalism are in most cases based on the countries aforementioned founding history, which – as described in the introduction -  forms the other important constant factor in the debate on American exceptionalism. The fact that the United States as a country was born from a revolutionary event caused it, as Lipset concludes, to define its raison d'être ideologically (oppose to all other modern nations that were defined historically, aside maybe, from the former Soviet Union).​[58]​
 	This automatically resulted in two interdependent assumptions that formed the basis of the research question of this paper. First of all the fact that social and political issues in the United States are perceived as moral conflicts, rather than mere conflicts of material interests,​[59]​ which automatically leads to the assumption that the American system of government and the ideals on which its choices are based are “better” than all others. And secondly the assumption that a specific set of dogma's about the nature of good society exists, and forms the ideological basis of the organizing principles of Americanism. 
 	However, the mere fact that American society has changed incredibly under the influence of historical factors like industrialization, wars and economic developments as well as the ongoing re-interpretation of the concepts of democracy, freedom and equality, to name just a few, has inevitably lead to the first question that was posed in the introduction of this paper: How is it possible for the United States government to define the constantly changing and complex foreign and domestic policies that are inherent to a modern state to their citizens as a continuation of the ideology on which the nation was founded? 
 	When looking at the different theories that propose answers to this question like Robert Bellah's “American civil religion”, Donald E. Pease's “state fantasy” and Jacqueline Rose's “State of Fantasy”, the one common factor that can be found in all of them is the a fact that was already mentioned by Tocqueville in the quote at the very beginning of this paper: the idea that the state depends on the citizens affective investment rather than an “explicit contractual negotiation” in order to be effective. 
 	The different theories that discuss the way in which this affective investment of the citizen is created vary greatly, but interestingly enough do not necessarily contradict each other. In fact, as shown in the analysis of the inaugural speeches in chapter one, examples of American civil religion can be found net to other “unacknowledged legislators”.
In this particular context I have chosen Pease's concept of “state fantasy” to define the whole of references to the set of dogma's about the nature of good society that form the basis of the state fantasy of American exceptionalism for two reasons. First of all the fact that it emphasizes the dual interpretation of the principles of Americanism, namely on one hand as organizing principles as described by Lipset, and on the other hand as the ideological basis of the superiority of American society that is legitimated by unacknowledged legislators/state fantasy rather than “a collection of discrete, potentially falsifiable descriptions of American society”. 
 	And secondly because the same concepts of Americanism function as the “constant” in the state fantasy through which the ongoing process of the redefinition of the organizing principles of Americanism is perceived as a continuation of the compromise-less execution of American ideals. A perfect example of this ongoing process of redefinition of the ideological concepts through which American society is perceived by their citizens as a continuation rather than a redefinition is the increasingly important place that afro-Americans (and other non-white minority groups) occupy in the history of the United States, as shown in the paragraphs on the themes of egalitarianism, individualism and liberty.
 	In order to define the exact relation between the organizing principles of Americanism and their meaning in the state fantasy of American exceptionalism over the course of the twentieth century I proposed to answer the following research question:

“What are the core values of the state fantasy of the United States, and how were they developed, used and re-appropriated by the executive government since the beginning of the twentieth century until the inauguration of president Barack Obama in 2009?”

So when looking at the different inaugural addresses of the beginning of the twentieth century until now, what can be said about the function of the different organizing principles of Americanism in relation to the state fantasy through which American society is perceived as a continuing execution of the ideals on which it's based?
	When looking at the way the five organizing principles of Americanism, as well as the themes of patriotism and optimism and moralism and utopianism, and finally historical references are mentioned and interpreted in the different speeches, one could make a couple of general observations.
 	First of all the fact that the five organizing principles of Americanism in their double function as the basis of the state fantasy function as a cluster in which one can be elevated “into the position of the metaconcept empowered to represent the entire cluster.”​[60]​ This becomes especially clear when looking at the principles of freedom, equality and laissez-faire that are often defined by using one as the basic principle of which the others are mere elaborations. 
 	The second important observation that could be made when looking at these speeches (and is also described by Pease in his definition of an effective state fantasy) is the continuing use of empirical validation to legitimate the “truth” of the concepts as organizing principles of statehood as well as their moral value by relating them to the concept of justice. 
 	The final important observation (that can also be found in the works of Robert Bellah) is the interdependency between the different meanings of the concepts either as quantitatively measurable organizing principles as well as a set of dogma's about the nature of good society. This becomes especially clear when looking at the definition of a theme like equality or liberty by grounding it in empirical evidence like for instance economic success as well as the way they are connected to the ideological concepts of individualism and definitions of the behavior of a moral person in general, that often contain numerous implicit references to what Robert Bellah called American civil religion. Examples of these are direct references to God's intend, but also unifying the ideas of serving the country with serving “good” against evil that can so often be found in the references to patriotism in the different speeches. 
 	And finally the historical references, that in almost every one of the speeches, at least to some extend, function as an unacknowledged legislator by contextualizing the proposed policies as a continuation rather than a change of the founding ideals of the nation. 
	So when looking at the way these different themes and historical references continue to recur in the different inaugural speeches over time one could answer the research question of this paper in the following manner: When looking at the core values of the state fantasy of the United States, one has to realize that, no matter how these principles are defined they always function in two ways simultaneously, namely as an objectively measurable organizing principle as well as the ideological basis of the constantly redefined state fantasy through which American citizens perceive their government. 
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